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Current Topics. 


| Sir Edward Clarke, 
Ir IS unneccessary to add anything to the appreciations of Sir 
EpwarpD CLARKE’s career which were given at the banquet 
recently held in his honour, but two remarks seem appropriate. 
We regret the system which has debarred this great advocate 
from judicial office. The chance for such office, Sir EDWARD 
says, came indeed, but he was not then ready to take it. He 
had high political hopea and did not foresee that these were 
doomed to disappointment ; and the chance was not repeated. It 
‘is unfortunate that this should have been so. It may be that 
ordinary judicial offices are not often given for political 
considerations, bub none the less the party system is very 
| potent in keeping off the bench men. who would adorn it. The 
other remark is that the speakers at the banquet fully appre- 
ciated that sturdy independence in Sir EDWARD CLARKE which ° 
| has given him his great place at the bar, but has deprived him 
| of its highest rewards ; and it is not without significance, looking 
at contending ideals and currents of thought and feeling at home 
‘and abroad, that the chief example of Sir Epwarp’s inde- 
pendence was the sacrifice he made in the cause of peace. Such 
'a sacrifice will be remembered after the success of other men is 
forgotten. 


The Jurisdiction of Government Departments. 

THE DECISION of the House of Lords in Local (Coverniment 
Board y. Arlidge (Times, 21st inst.), reversing the decision of the 
'Court of Appeal (ante, p. 58; 1914, 1 K. B. 160), looks, at 
| first sight, as though it unduly extended the powers of Govern- 
ment Departments as regards the exercise of quasi-judicial 
functions. The Local Government Board, it will be remembered, 
‘held an inquiry into the propriety of a closing order made 
|by a local authority, and decided against the house owner 
| without giving him a chance of seeing their inspector's report, 
|or of being heard by the members of the Local Government 
— who decided the appeal. The majority of the Court of 
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Appeal (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and Bucktey, L.JJ., HAMILTon, 
L..J., diss.) held that this procedure was bad as being contrary to 
natural justice. The House of Lords have reversed this decision 
on the ground that, under the statutes conferring jurisdiction on 
the Local Government Board, the Board is not bound to follow 
the procedure of a court of justice; but provided it acts 
judicially, and allows each party the opportunity of adequately 
presenting his case, it is justified in following such procedure 
as it finds efficient for doing the administrative work entrusted 
to it. The case raises an important technical question as to the 
construction of the statutes in question, and a still more important 
general question as to the authority and procedure of Govern- 
ment Departments, but we must for the present defer its fuller 
consideration. 








King’s Bench Cases in the Long Vacation. 

WE PRINT elsewhere now R.S. C. with reference to the trial 
of King’s Bench Division cases in the Long Vacation, and with 
reference generally to place of trial. Under the first rnle any 
parties to a non-jury case can apply in chambers for trial during 
the Long Vacation, and the vacation judge, or, if no vacation 
judge is in London, the judge in chambers, can grant the applica- 
tion, provided he is satisfied that there is urgent need for the 
trial during the vacation. And by rule 2, in dealing with 
applications under ord. 14, r. 8—that is, for directions where 
leave to defend has been given—the court, if satisfied that the 
trial of the case is urgent, may order that it shall be set down 
for trial in the Long Vacation ; but this will only be done in non- 
jury cases. The first rule is, by its terms, expressly confined to 
the Long Vacation in this year, so that it is obviously meant to be 
experimental, and whether it is effective or not, will depend on 
the views which the judges take of urgency. With regard to the 
Chancery Division, the tendency of recent years has, we believe, 
been to choke off all business which can possibly wait. 


Trial on Circuit. 

RULE 3, which is divided into six sub-clauses, appears to be 
another attempt to give the management of a King’s Bench 
uction in its interlocutory stages to the judge who will hear it, 
though the attempt is confined to part of the assize business. 
Where at any stage the place of trial comes in question, the 
judge, if there is a primd facie case for fixing the trial at an 
assize town other than Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, Birming- 
ham, Cardiff, or Swansea, is to refer the case to the judge of 
assize whois going to that town on circuit ; and that judge will 
say whether the trial is to be held there or at some other town 
on the cireuit, or whether it should be tried on some other 
circuit. In the last case he will consult the judge who is going 
that circuit. Clause (¢) provides that the judge of assize shall 
be provided with all necessary information as to assigned actions, 
so as to enable him to arrange the business of the circuit, and 
under (¢) “for any such information promptly given, the party 
may be allowed on taxation such costs as the taxing master shall 
think proper.” A new rule is substituted for R.S.C., ord. 36, 
r. 228, with reference to entry for trial elsewhere than in 
London or Middlesex, Manchester, Liverpool, and such other 
places as the Lord Chancellor shall direct. The rules have been 
declared urgent and are already in operation. 


M. Labori. 

M. Laport, the counsel for Madame CailLavx, who is charged 
with the murder of M. Cametrs, editor of the Paris Figaro, is 
well known in this country. M. LAnort, formerly /atonnier of the 
Order of Advocates in Paris, has taken part in many famous 
cases, including the ZoLA case, the DREYFUS appeal, and the 
HUMBERT case. He spent some time in England before joining 
the French bar, and speaks English fluently. This accomplish- 
ment was displayed to much advantage in the speech which he 
delivered at the Hardwicke Society some fourteen years ago. 
The society, as a mark of their sympathy with the courage and 
devotion of M. LABor! in the conduct of the Dreyrus case, invited 
him to dine with them, and he returned thanks with much feeling 
after his health had been proposed by Lord Hatssury. Those 
who were present at the dinner describe him as a tall, light- 


complexioned man with an abundant moustache and little of the 
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appearance of those who are prominent in the Palais de Justice. 
M. Lasort, though chiefly known in this country as a successful 
advocate, has not neglected the study of the law, and is the 
editor of an Encyclopedia of French jurisprudence, twelve 
volumes of which have been published, 


A Permanent Dean of Faculty. 

At THE recent dinner given by the bar to its most famous 
living advocate, Sir Epwarp CLARKE, the Attorney-General 
expressed his view that, if the English bar were ruled by a 
permanent Dean of Faculty, its members would unanimously 
select Sir Epwarp for the office. The reference, of course, is 
to the Scottish and French system in which the head of the 
bar is not the Lord Advocate or the Procureur-General of the 
Republic— who correspond to our Attorney-General — but 
private members of the bar elected by the profession of 
advocates as a corporate body. This system has many advan. 
tages. It secures—in Scotland, at least—a permanent head of 
the bar, detached from party politics, and therefore able to 
express the views of the bar as a whole with greater weight 
and authority. It gives the bar itself a voice in the selection of 
its leader, and therefore increases the moral influence of that 
leader in matters of discipline and etiquette. Above all, it 
preserves to the bar a certain independence, which is less visible 
in England, since there every aspirant to the highest dignity in 
his profession has to enter upon the highroad of politics, 
where no idol can escape having feet of clay. But the difference 
between our English system of selecting a leader for the bar 
and the Continental system which has survived in Scotland, not- 
withstanding the Union of 1707, is an interesting illustration of 
the extent to which the system of Cabinet Government his per- 
vaded the British constitution. In England the Government in 
power controls all instit itions of a public nature—even the bar, 
in the person of its leader. In the same way it appoints bishops 
and deans, magistrates and the incumbents of “ Regius” chairs 
at the University. The Rule of Law and the Sovereignty of 
Parliament, as Professor Dicky would say, has been too jealous 
of its own authority to concede complete independence even to 
such great corporations as the Bar, the Church, and the Univer 
sities. The bar must accept as its head the King’s nom‘nce just 
as the Cathedral Chapter must select—under penaly of 
praemunire—that episcopal pastor whom a royal conge-dlir 
commands them to elect. 


The Finance Bill. 

WE piscussED last week the proposals of the Finance Bill 
with regard to the separate taxation of the incomes of husband 
and wife. The effect of the clause which has been added to the 

sill (clause 9) is that the incomes are separated for the purpose 

of the assessment, collection and recovery of duty, but they are 
not separated for the purpos2 of exemption and abatement. If 
the statement of the clause stopped there, it would follow 
that the recovery of the tax against husband and wife 
would be quite distinct, and the husband would not be 
liable for his wife’s income tax. But that is not the 
policy of the Treasury, and one of the paragraphs of 
the clause provides that the power to distrain for non-payment 
of the income tax of the wife shall extend to the goods of the 
husband as well as to those of the wife. An attempt was made 
to secure the omission of this paragraph ; but the only concession 
made was that no distraint should be made on goods of the 
husband unless written demand for payment had been made 
on him, and he had failed to pay for seven days. This liability 
of the husband can hardly be regarded as a permanen’ arrange- 
ment, The Chancellor of the Exchequer has also been firm in 
resisting the attack on the provision of the Bill with regard to 
settlement estate duty, though the proposal to keep the con- 
sideration paid, and refuse the relief purchased, would only be 
possible in the sphere of State finance. 


The Calculation of Reversion Duty. 

THe House of Lords appear to have had no difficulty in 
affirming (7imes, 23rd inst.) the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Marquis Camden y. Inland Revenue Commissioners (ante, p. 219; 
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1914, 1 K. B. 641). Under section 13 of the Finance Act, 
1910, reversion duty is charged on the value of the benefit 
accruing to the lessor by the determination of the lease ; and this 
value is the amount by which the total value of the land at the 
determination of the lease exceeds the total value at the begin- 
ning; the latter value “to be ascertained on the basis of the 
rent reserved and payments made in consideration of the lease 


(including, in cases where a nominal rent only has been reserved? 


the value of any covenant or undertaking to erect buildings or 
expend any sums upon the property).” In the present case six 
leases were granted in 1824 of six separate houses, at rents 
amounting to £125, and they were expressed to be granted in 
consideration of the lessee’s expense in building. In fact, the 
lessee had expended £6,000, and on the determination of the 
lease the question arose whether this was to be taken into 
account in ascertaining the original value. The argument for 
the Crown was that, since the rent was not nominal, the words in 
the parenthesis did not apply, and the reference there to the value 
of building covenants prevents these being taken into considera- 
tion when the rent is substantial. Practically, of course, there 
is nothing in this, since the effect of a building covenant on the 
value of the property is the same whether the rent is nominal 
or substantial, and it has been held that there is nothing in it 
technically. The payment made by the lessee in building is a 
payment made in consideration of the lease, and must be taken 
into account in ascertaining the original value just as though the 
parenthesis was not in the section. Thus the initial value was 
25 years’ purchase of the rent together with £6,000. This gives 
a sensible meaning to the section, though it seems to shew that 
the parenthesis is superfluous. 


Order 14 Affidavits. 

A VERY important point of practice was decided by the Court 
of Appeal on Monday in Pathé Freres Cinema (Limited) v. United 
Electric Theatres (Limited) (Times, 21st inst.). In order 14 pro- 
ceedings, of course, the plaintiffs case, when he takes out a 
summons for judgment, has to be supported by an’ affidavit 
declaring that the debt claimed is really due, and that in the 
opinion of the deponent no defence exists to the action. The latter 
part of the affidavit, we fear, is nowadays regarded as a mere 
pious formula, since deponents not infrequently swear it when 
they know that defendants intend to raise a doubtful and difficult 
point of law. Now, order 14, as drafted when the Judicature 
Act and Rules first came into force, provided that this affidavit 
must be sworn by the plaintiff himself. This created « difficulty 
in practice, since the plaintiff very often is the owner of an estate 
managed by others, or the head of a large business the details of 
which are in the exclusive cognizance of subordinates ; thus he 
could not properly depose of his own knowledge to the facts 
required. Hence, some years afterwards, the rule was altered to 
its modern form, which (so far as material) is: “The plaintiff 
may, on affidavit made by himself, or by any other person who 
can swear positively to the facts, verifying the cause of action, 
ani the amount claimed (if any), and stating that in his belief 
there is no defence to the action, apply to a judge for liberty to 
enter judgment. . . .” Where the plaintiff himself makes 
the affidavit it is not considered necessary for him to set out his 
means of knowledge ; but where another person makes it, the 
practice is that a paragraph should be added shewing means of 
knowledge (Yearly Practice, p. 1938 ; Chitty’s Forms, Part 3, chap. 
5, par. 4; Lagos v. Grunwaldt, 1910, 1 K. B. 41 ; Symon v. Palmer's 
Stores, 1912, 1 K. B. 259). Now, in the case which has just come 
before the Court of Appeal, goods had been supplied in great 
number, but mostly in small quantities, out of the plaintiffs’ busi- 
ness to the defendants ; payment had been made for some items, 
but the balance of account was in dispute. The affidavit verifying 
the claim was sworn by a clerk in the plaintiffs’ office, who stated 
that he was so employed, and that the existence of the debt was 
“within his own knowledge.” He did not state how the debt 
came to his knowledge ; but the fact that he was a clerk in the 
office—which he did state—presumably shews that his knowledge 
was indirect and derived from an examination of the office 
books ; he had not sent out the goods. For this reason, since 
his means of knowledge must have been indirect, and in any 
event were not disclosed fully, objection to the sufficiency of the 





aflidavit was taken ; but the Court of Appeal ruled that it was 
valii. Although the rule speaks of a person who can swear 
positively to the facts, the question is whether the deponent’s 
means of knowledge are such as to indicate a reasonable compli- 
ance with the rale; and, unless book-keepers were allowed to 
depose as to items in an account, order 14 would become 
practically useless to men of business. 


Copyright in Photographs. 

PUBLIC PERSONAGES and all those who live in the public eye 
must in future be very careful not to give complimentary 
sittings to photographers unless they are indifferent to the uses 
which may be made of their photos; such seems to be the moral 
of Wood v. Sandow and Others (Times, 1st inst.). An actress had 
given a sitting to the Dover-street Studios, a firm of photo- 
graphers who desired to possess her photo, in order that they 
might supply it on demand and at a price to the illustrated press, 
The lady, of course, received in the usual way a certain nuwoer 
of copies or proofs for her own use ; a well-understood and uot un- 
common arrangement between press photographic firms and 
persons whos» appearance interests the public at large. Not 
long afterwards the lady was shocked to see a pictorial advertise 
ment of Sandow’s corsets in which her person, adapted from her 
photograph, was represented as girdled with one of these corsets, 
It turned out that the advertisers, desiring portraits of celebrities 
for their scheme of advertisement, had applied to the photo- 
graphers and obtained, among others, the right to use the plaintiff's 
portrait for the sum of four guineas. The plaintiff had 
scarcely bargained for this use of her photograph, and promptly 
sued both photographer and advertiser for damages. ‘The action 
was framed alternatively for defamation and for infringement 
of copyright. The former claim obviously fails, since there is 
nothing defamatory to a lady’s reputation in wearing corsets of any 
particular kind. The latter claim also failed, because the lady 
was not owner of the copyright in her photo. This follows trom 
section 5 (1) of the Copyright Act, 1911. There the author of 
a work is the owner of the copyright unless “the plate or other 
original was ordered by some other person and was made for 
valuable consideration in pursuance of that order.” In the 
present case this means that a photographer owns the copyright 
in a portrait he takes with the sitter’s consent, unless he is 
paid or otherwise receives consideration from the sitter for 
taking it. It was argued on behalf of plaintiff that she had given 
“valuable consideration” for the photograph ; she had undertaken 
the fatigue of sitting at the photographer’s request, and bad given 
him permission for sale and distribution of the photographs amongst 
the public at large. But the finding of the special jury who, under 
the direction of Mr. Jtstice SCRUTTON, disposed of the case, 
negatived all this ; they found that the plate was not ordered by 
the plaintiff, nor made by the defendants for valuable consideration 
in pursuance of an order from her. Therefore the copyright 
was in the Dover-street Studios. But most persons will be 
inclined to sympathize with the plaintiff in the somewhat help- 
less position to which she appears to be reduced by the Copyright 
Act. 


Copyright in a Plot. 


THREE WEEKS ago the Court of Appeal had occasion to 
consider another troublesome problem in the law of copyright 


-(Itces v. Robbins, Times, 4th inst.). How far can there be dramatic 


copyright in a mere piot, as opposed to words and names of literary 
character? The plaintiff had written a melodrama called the 
Beggar Bride, which contained the usual characters found in all 
melodramas—namely, a hero and heroine, a male and a female 
villain, and a comic man; the plot turned on the fact that the 
hero will lose a fortune unless he marries by a certain date, and 
complies with the condition by marrying a beggar-girl. The 
defendant, who had read the plaintifl’s play and seen it acted, 
wrote another, which he called by the very similar title, The 
Beggar Girls Wedding. This play was likewise a melodrama, 
contained likewise the usual melodramatic round of characters, 
and contained much the same plot about the fortune and the 
beggar-maid. Now, to the ordinary mind, this does look 
rather like infringement of copyright. But Mr. Justice 
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WARRINGTON, who tried the case, held that the defendant had 
not consciously copied the plaintiff's play, but had produced one 
with a similar plot and name out of his own experience and 
inventive powers. He also found that, except the plot, there 
was no real similarity between the two works ; the literary style, 
dialogues, scenes, and development of the characters were 
altogether different. On both poiats the Court of Appeal 
accepted his view as to these facts. Were the case one of literary 
copyright this would put an end to any claim for infringement. 
But the plaintiff claimed that in a case of dramatic copyright, as 
distinct from literary copyright, there is a special copyright in 
the plot, and plagiarism of the plot alone—even if there is no 
other similarity—is enough to constitute infringement. Now, 
the Court of Appeal did not definitely decide this point, for it 
held that on the facts the defendant’s plot was original, and not 
an infringement ; but the Master of the Rolls intimated that, in 
his opinion, the idea of copyright in a mere plot is an inconsistent 
and unintelligible idea. The problem is a difficult one, however, 
and cannot be said to be sattled in a negative sense by this 
obiter dictum of the learned judge. 


Injury to Plaintiff in his Attempt to Control Runa- 
way Horse. 

A CASE which strongly illustrates the difference between 
our law and that of our neighbours recently came before the 
French courts. It was an action by a police officer who had 
been injured by runaway horses in harness which belonged to the 
defendant. ‘The plaintiff sustained his injury by throwing 
himself at the head of the horses in the effort to stop them. It 
was observed during the hearing of the case that the question 
of liability of the owner of a runaway horse most frequently 
arises where the person injured is a bystander who acts 
spontaneously or from pure self-devotion. In such circumstances, 
we are told, the French law holds the defendant liable under 
paragraph 1385 of the Code Civil, by which the owner of an 
animal, or the person using it, while he is so using it, is respon- 
sible for any damage done by the animal, whether the animal 
was under his care or whether he was lost or had escaped. The 
French law apparently makes no distinction between the liability 
for damage done by a horse known to be vicious and a horse 
of ordinary temper; but, assuming that, in the case under 
consideration, the defendant had been guilty of neyligence by 
leaving the horses unattended, there would have been a fatal 
obstacle to the right to recover damages in an English court, 
inasmuch as the independent act of the plaintiff had intervened 
between this negligence and the injury which he sustained. 
The negligence was not the proximate and efficient cause of the 
accident, another cause having intervened. The liability en 
forced by the French courts appears to be based upon some 
doctrine of quasi-contract, the intervener being considered in 
the circumstances as authorized to assume the management of 
the defendant’s affairs. The court held that this doctrine did not 
apply to a police officer who had only acted in the course of his 
professional duties, and he had therefore no claim on the plaintiff. 
The English legislature has to some extent adopted this reasoning 
by excluding members of the police force from the benefit of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 








The Crown as Constitutional 


Mediator. 


It has been pointed out by an able Swiss jurist, M. Boutme, 
in his classical Etudes de Droit Constitutionnel, that the British Con- 
stitution is full of unexpected resources. Much of our consti- 
tution seems to a superficial observer to be mere ceremony and 
lumber, an archaic and picturesque collection of time-honoured 
but harmless anomalies, the evidence of which has a certain 
esthetic value as a pleasing anachronism in the twenticth 
eentury. But out of this lumber-room, when occasion arises, 
there suddenly springs up some forgotten use which averts 
disaster by po Pe a constitutional problem. Thus, in 1832 and 
1910, the power of the Crown to create an unlimited number of new 
peers put an end to the threatened deadlock between Lords and 
Commons. So it may be, we hope that in this year of grace 





1914, the intervention of the King as mediator in the great 
struggle over Home Rule may avert the invasion of politics by 
force. 

The Royal intervention has taken a very simple anda very 
moderate form. His Majesty has intimated to the Government 
and its Irish allies, and to the official Opposition and their Ulster 
allies, his Roya) pleasure that they should meet together in 
conference under the presidency of the Speaker and endeavour 
to effect a compromise upon the Home Rule difficulty. By an 
inveterate social tradition an invitationfrom Royalty is regarded 
as the equivalent of a Royal command, and since no constitutional 
monarch is ever likely to abuse this remnant of a once omnipo- 
tent Royal privilege, the Royal command is sure to be respected in 
England by all classes of politicians. It would be carping criticism, 
indeed, that—in a moment of great civic tension—would treat 
with disrespect the expressed desire of His Majesty to do all he 
constitutionally can to avert a breach of the King’s peace. 

Now, every constitutional public act of the English Sovereign 
has three great characteristics. It is taken in virtue of some 
power residing in the Royal Prerogative. It is carried into 
action only after His Majesty’s Ministers have been consulted, 
and have either suggested the step taken, or at any rate have 
acquiesced in it when suggested by the King. And that 
acquiescence is vouched in some public way, such as the fixing of 
the appropriate seal or Sign Manual to the document which 
intimates Royal pleasure. We propose to consider very briefly 
the first of these three characteristics in the present case— 
namely, that aspect of the Royal Prerogative under which the 
action of the King has a legal justification. The other two 
aspects are sufficiently satisfied by the Premier’s intimation in 
the House of Commons that His Majesty’s action has the 
approval of his constitutional advisers. 

The Royal Prerogative—as distinet from statutory power con- 
ferred upon the King in Couneil—has been defined as comprehend- 
ing “ali the special dignities, liberties, privileges, powers, and 
royalties allowed by the common law to the Crown of England ” 
(Comyn’s Digest, Title Prerogative). Toa very slight extent, indeed, 
the common law has been declared by statute—namely, in the 
statute, Prerogativa Regis (17 Edw. 2, cap. 2), which (se far it is 
unrepealed) declares the Crown’s rights in respect of presentment 
to benefices, custody of lunatics, escheat and forfeiture of felons 
property, the ownership of wrecks and royal fishes, the construc- 
tion of royal grants, and the Customs of Gloucester and Kent. 
In the main, however, the Prerogative is unwritten law, and it is 
subject to certain well-settled rules. The King can claim no 
Prerogative not expressly recognized by the common law 
(Comyn’s Digest, T:t. Prerog.). He can claim no prerogative that 
is contrary to Magna Carta (2 Co. Inst., 36 and. 54). He 
can claim none that is opposed to the liberties of the subject 
(1 Black! Com., 14th edit., 245; Ex parte Barnesley, 
1744, 3 Atk. 171). The courts, of course, can _ pro- 
nounce in a proper case arising before them on the validity of 
any right claimed in virtue of the Prerogative. Every lawyer 
remembers the famous Case of Monopolies (1602) and the Case of 
Royal Dispensations (1674). For the maxim of our common law 
runs: “ Rex non debet esse sub homine, sed sub Deo et Lege, quia lex 
facit regem” (Bracton, Book [.). 

Now, the Prerogative, as thus understood, is classified under 
many heads in text-books on constitutional law. The Crown is 
the Fountain of Justice, the Fountain of Honour ; the King is 
Supreme Governor of the Church and Head of the Royal Forces ; 
the King is the Supreme Executive. These are a few of the best- 
known aspects of the Prerogative. Under which of these heads 
can be classed the right ot the King to act as mediator—in a 
proper case—between His Majesty’s Government and His 
Majesty’s Opposition? Probably this special privilege arises 
under a right more fundamental than any of these; indeed, 
under the right springing from that Royal duty which is the 
foundation of all the Royal powers in our system of consti- 
tutional law. The King is Conservator of the Peace of his 
realm—which, indeed, is known in law as the King’s Peace; and 
it is as Conservator of the King’s Peace that he is entitled to 
take any steps, not forbidden by law or disapproved of by his 
constitutional advisers, to prevent an imminent danger to that 


‘ peace, which no mere ordinary means can avert. 
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For the maintenance of the King’s Peace is the foundation of 
Monarchy, not only in English law but in the history of judicial 
institutions, It was the duty, and therefore the right, of the 
early Saxon Kings to put an end to feuds throughout their 
kingdoms and force their subjects to abide by the Royal 
arbitrament instead of that of the sword. For this reason the 
King established his Curia Regis. Originally, indeed, the sole 


function of that court was to settle “ trespasses,” or breaches of* 


the King’s Peace, civiland criminal. Only very gradually, and by 
a series of well-known legal fictions, did the King’s Bench in 
early Norman times acquire jurisdiction over other canses than 
those breaches. Originally, indeed, the local courts— 
independent of the King—decided all causes in accordance with 
custem and the will of their Lord, except these very trespasses 
against the perpetrators of which the King issued his Royal Writ. 

Now, the Royal Writ was, and still is, inits essence a Royal 
command requiring the litigants to come into his court and abide 
by the settlement of their dispute to be arbitrated there by the 
King’s judicial representative. The King’s judges are in their 
historical origin, and in their juristic essence, only so many 
arbiters appointed by His Majesty to compose disputes among 
his liege subjects and so avoid a breach of the King’s Peace. In 
ordinary matters, when the law of the land commands the respect 
of all, the King’s courts and judges are strong enough to secure 
obedience to their arbitrament. But in questions of deep 
constitutional import, like that of Home Rule, when passio 1s 
run deep and the ordinary law. threatens to be rejected by those 
immediately concerned, then the King’s courts are powe:less to 
maintain this peace. Only the special reverence for the Royal 
Person, preserved by our monarchial traditions, can avail to 
secure reason and compromise. Hereupon an exceptional occa- 
sion arises, like the resort to martial law in times of invasion. 
The Constitution must fall back on its residuary power, just as 
is done when martial law is proclaimed. But that residuary 
power, we imagine, is to be found in the King’s right, as 
Conservator of the Peace of the realm, to offer his services as 
mediator to the contending factions. 


The Lumsden Case. 


THE first comment that suggests itself on the decision of the 
House of Lords in Lumsden v. Inland Revenue Commissioners 
(Times, 21st inst.) is that, in cases which may be expected to give 
rise to difference of opinion, an appellate tribunal should always 
consist of an uneven number of judges. We have made this 
comment frequently in connection with the Divisional Court, and 
it applies equally to the House of Lords. And since every case 
which goes to that tribunal may fairly be regarded as doubtful 
in its result, the practical outcome is that the House should 
always be constituted so as to make a definite decision certain. 
In the present case the House was composed of four members. 
The Lord Chancellor and Lord SHaw were for dismissing the 
appeal; Lord MouLtTon and Lord Parmoor for allowing it. 
The result was that no conclusion was arrived at, and the appeal 
was accordingly dismissed, though without costs. It is very 
unsatisfactory that the House of Lords should have be2n so con- 
stituted as to make this possible. 

As to the case itself, it is of course agreed that all the merits 
are with the appellant. The short point is that I.V.D. is a duty 
which, according to the principle of taxation established by the 
Finance Act, 1910, is charged on increase in site value between 
the date of original valuation and the occasion on which the 
duty is payable. Here there had been actually no increase in 
site value ; that is, speaking generally, in the value of the land 
divested of buildings. It was £228 in April, 1909, and £228 in 
August, 1910, the date of the sale which gave rise to the claim. 
Cunsequently, on the general principle of the Act, there was no 
increment in site value, and there was nothing to tax. But while 
this is clear as a matter of the general intention of the Act, the 
difficulty has been to make it coincide with the particular method 
of calculating site values prescribed by the Act. Sections 2 and 
25 prescribe a method of arriving at site value on the special 
occasion—either sale or devolution on death—and the apparent 











effect of this is not to work out site value at the correct figure 
but to work it out so as to include in the value of the site any 
profit which may have arisen though increment in th® 
value of the building upon it ; in other words, the 
particular method of calculation works out so as tO impose 
the tax on builders’ profits. The question is, therefore, whether 
the directions as to ascertainment of site value on the 
occasion are so precise as to override the general principle of the 
statute. 

We must refer once again to the series of values given by the 
Act, but we can do so quite shortly, and can confine our remarks 
to the particular figures. The gross value (G) ascertained at the 
original valuation was £658. The divested or full site value (I) 
was £228. Tithe rent charge was capitalized at £33; so that 
the total value (T) was £658-— £33 or £625. There was also 
£90 expenditure on roads, so that, to arrive at assessable site 
value, we take £625 (T) and subtract from it G-F ; ie., 
£658 - £228 or £430, and also £90. The result is £105. All 
this is done under section 25, and it gives the assessable site 
value from which we start for the purpose of I.V.D. 

Now we turn to section 2 and find that the increment value 
on which duty is to be levied on the occasion of sale or death is 
the amount by which the site value on the “occasion ” exceeds 
the original assessable site value; but the site value on the 
“occasion” is not a value to be ascertained by general methods 
of valuation ; it is the value “ as ascertained in accordance 
with this section” ; and, under sub-section 2, the site value 
on the occasion of a sale is the value of the consideration, 
subject “to the like deductions as are made” under section 
25 (4) “for the purpose of arriving at the s'te value of land 
from the total value.” And it seems quite easy to follow the 
direction. We start with the actual consideration on the sale— 
hereit was £750—and welook back to see what sums were deducted 
in arriving at site value from total value ; they were £430 and 
£90. Deducting these we get £230, and this is the. site value 
on the occasion of the sale, so that there is an increase over £105, 
the original site value, of £125, and on this I.V.D. is claimed. 
But, as we have said, it is admitted that there has been no 
increase in real site value ‘at all. 

Horrineg, J., originally (1913, 1 K. B. 346), and the majority 
of the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Harpy, M.R.,and Kennepy, L.J.) 
(1913, 3 K. B. 809) found this reasoning too strong for them, 
and they held that [.V.D. was payable, although Lord Cozens- 
Harpy admitted that the effect was to tax, not increment on site 
value, but builders’ profits. But Swrnren Eapy, L.J., revolted at 
this obvious violation of the principle of the Act, and found a way 
of avoiding it by giving a different interpretation to the direction 
to make “ the like deductions.” This does not mean actually 
the same deductions as were made in the original valuations, 
but new deductions calculated on a like system. Thus, the 
first deduction, £430, was G-D, or the difference between gross 
value and divested or full site value. But why assume that 
the gross value to be used now is the same as the gross value 
on the original valuation? Then it was—at a guess—£658, 
Now it has been ascertained by actual sale at £783 ; that is, the 
purchase money, £750, with the £33 for tithe rent charge, sub- 
ject to which the sale was made, Hence, since D remains the 
same, the value G—D is £555, and deducting this, and also £90 
for the roads, from the actual consideration, £750 (which takes 
the place of total value) we get £105 as before. 

Now we get by this method a result which is practically correct, 
and the only variation on the former method is that we have 
substituted a new gross value in order to arrive at the quantity 
G-D. We must admit that originally we regarded the former 
method as the one prescribed by the Act, and that Horrincg, J., 
and the majority of the Court of Appeal were right; and the 
Lord Chancellor agrees with this view. But the reasoning of 
Swinren-Eapy, L.J., reinforced as it now is by the judgment of 
Lord MoULTOoN, naturally suggests that there isjanother side to the 
question. True, the statute does not specifically authorize the 
ascertainment of a new gross value, but it does not forbid this, 
and if, by giving a fair construct on to the expression “ like 
deductions,” and basing these deductions on a gross value founded 
on actual sale, and not on a valuer’s guess, we can arrive at a 
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result consistent with the general principle of the Act, this 
certainly seems the correct method. 

And, of course, it goes without saying, that in a matter of this 
kind the judgment of Lord MovuLTon carries special weight, 
enforced as it is by the ridicule which he throws on the opposite 
construction. ‘The effect of this, he points out, is to make the 
increment in site value depend, not at all on any actual increase 
in site value, but on the difference in the total values. Origin- 
ally this was £658 ; now it is £783, and the difference is £125, 
or exactly the sum which is to be taxed as increment in site 
value. And the same thing will happen, though in a more 
absurd way, when the “ occasion” is a devolution on death ; but 
then, instead of the second total value being founded on actual 
sale, it may be founded on the valuation of a second Government 
valuer. One will estimate the original total value, and one will 
estimate the value on the death, and as to this procedure, Lord 
MOULTON says :— 

The respondents admitted, as they were compelled to do, 
that the site value had not changed in any way, and that this 
would be found to be the case whichever valuation one took as 
correct, But they claimed that the Act entitled them to charge 
upon the difference of the two valuations of the total estate as 
being “ increment of site value” ! 

He pictured to himself how a catechism on the Laws of 
England would read if this were so, (Question.—What is the 
increment of the site value of land when the value of the site 
has not changed? Answer.—It is the difference of opinion of 
two sets of Government valuers as to the value of the owner's 
total interest in the estate. Could the force of absurdity go 
farther! Yet this was no ingeniously framed hypothetical 
case. It gave the plain arithmetical results of the contention 
of the Crown applied to the figures of the present and all 
similar cases, and, indeed, applied in substance to all cases 
under the Act. The defect in the method of calculation 
contended for by the Crown was, not that the results were some- 
times wrong, but that they were never right except by pure 
accident, 

There is really no getting over irony of this kind, backed as it 
is by what seems to be the preferable construction of the Act, and it 
is unfortunate that there was not one more Law Lord to take the 
same view and give Lord MouLtTon the majority which he de- 
served. But, in fact, the House of Lords has proved ineffective, 
and the matter can now only be set right by Parliament. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


NATIONAL SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO 
CHILDREN (Appellants) », SCOTTISH NATIONAL SOCIETY FOR 
THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO CHILDREN (Respondents). 
l4th July, 


CHARITY—CHARITABLI AMBIGUITY IN 


CONSTRUCTION— P ROOF 
BENEFICIARY, 


Bequest 
DESIGNATION Ot 

A Scotsman domiciled. in Scotland made a will in Scotch form, and 
left several legacies to Scotch charities. He left a legas 7] of £500 to 
the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, 

The Scottish National Sor vely for the Prevention of ¢ ruelty to Chil 
dren claimed the legacy. Jt appeared from intrinsic evidence admitted by 
the Second Division that on one occasion, at any rate, the work don by 
the respondent brought to his ceived hi 
approval, as it took up a cause of cruelty which occurred on his ow 
estates. There evidence whether the testator was aware of the 
existence of the appellant society. ; 

The Lord Ordinary (Lord Hunter), upon a consideration of the will 
and the facts admitted, held that the testator really intended to benefit 
the responde nt society, and the Second Division (the Lord Justice 
Clerk, Lord Salveson, and Lord Guthrie), after calling evidence as to 
the testator’s knowledge of the existence of the English society, afhrmed 
that decision. : , 

Held, that the only question be fore the court was which of the rival 
societies, on the true of the will, entitled to the 
legacy. The appellant society was accurately described by the name 
which the testator used as designating the recipient of the legacy, and, 
there being no ambiguity, the onus was upon the claimants to disprove 
the prima facie presumption that the appellants were the socic ry which 
in fact the testator intended to benefit, and that this the respondents 
had failed to do. 

Decision of Court of Session (1913, §. C. 412) reversed. 
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Appeal at the instance of the National Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Children, whose central offices are in Leicester-square, 
London, from a decision of the Second Division of the Court ot Ses- 
sion, Scotland. The respondents were the Scottish National Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, Edinburgh, and Ninian 
Hill, the general secretary, the officer appointed by the constitution of 
the society to sue and defend actions on its behalt. The question was 
whether a legacy of £500 bequeathed by the will of the late Alexander 
Hogg Nasmyth, of Middlebank, Fife, had rightly been ordered to be 
paid over to the respondent society. Lord Hunter found that the 
respondent society were entitled to the legacy. The Second Division of 
the Court of Session, when the case came bétore them on appeal, found 
that the word ‘‘national’’ in the designation of the legatees created 
sufficient ambiguity to admit evidence of the intention of the testator. 
After proof the Second Division also found that the Scottish society 
was entitled to the legacy. The English society appealed. The case 
having been fully argued, 

Earl LoresBurn, in moving that the appeal should be allowed, said : 
In this case a Scotsman living in Scotland left by a Scots will to the 
‘* National Society for the #revention of Crueity to Children” a 
legacy, using that name to describe the legatee. ‘1here is a National 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children in existence in 
London, and there is also a Scottish National Society also in existence, 
and those two claim this bequest. The courts in Scotland said : ‘‘ We 
will examine the circumstances of the testator and the circumstances 
with regard to his presumed intention,’’ and they came to the conclusion 
that the testator did really intend to benefit, not the society which he 
had by name designated, but the Scottish society. 1 regret that 1 must 
differ from the Court of Session in the decision to which they came. 
When counsel for the appellants opened his argument he laid down the 
proposition that once a legatee 1s accurately named under a will a 
rigid rule descends. It prevents any further consideration as to the 
person who is to take the benefit. 1 am not prepared to accept so wide 
a statement, but it is not necessary for the decision in this case that | 
should enter upon that now. An extreme danger is always apt to lurk 
in general rules like that. Some unforeseen circumstances may arise. 
Not even judges can prophesy all the events of the future. { think 
that the true ground on whicn to base a decision in this case is this— 
that the accurate use of a name in a will creates a strong presumption 
against anyone claiming who is not the possessor of the name mentioned 
That is a very strong presumption, and it cannot be over- 
come except in quite exceptional circumstances. I do not think that in 
this case any ambiguity has been established. The position is that a 
name apt to describe a certain society has been used, and it is necessary 
ior those who questioned the right of this society to displace the 
influence which arose from the use of that designation. The respon- 
dents tried to do so by shewing that the name ot the society is not so 
strong a presumption as the presumption would be if it was the case 
of the name of an individual. 1 confess I don’t think there is much 
difference between the two. It was urged that a Scotsman who used 
the term ‘* National Society would mean Scottish society. It must 
be remembered that the testator used this word, not as expressing his 
own thoughts, but as part of the title or name which had been adopted 
by people living outside Scotland. It was urged that the other charit- 
ible bequests in the will were given to Scottish charities. 1 don’t see 
what conclusion can be derived from that. It was said that, being a 
Scotsman, he meant to benefit Scotsmen. I should think it quite 
likely; but 1 do not see why he should not wish to benefit others of 
his countrymen living south of the Tweed. It was said that all his 
interests were to be tound in Scotland. An instance has been brought 
forward of hhiis knowledge of a case which the Scottish society had had. 
When this is the class of evidence by which it is sought to strike out 
from his will the name of the society designated in that will, and to 
substitute the name of a society of which there was no proof positive 
that he desired to benefit, with all due respect to their lordships of 
the Second Division, 1 cannot accept their view. 

Lord Dunepin said that, candidly, he had to regret that he did not 
see his way to differ from the opinion which had just been expressed, 
because he could not help having a moral feeling that this money was 
probably going to the society to which, if they could have asked the 
testator, he would not have sent it. ‘That was not the question for a 
curt of law. The question for the court of law was, taking the will, 
vhat did the testator mean by the words he used? On the one hand 
hey had a perfectly full and accurate description of an existing 
society, of which the testator might quite well have known the exist- 
*'There was another society of which tne description in the will 
He thought the test whether 


in the will. 


ence, 
vould not have been wholly accurate. 
umbiguity did arise might be fairly put—would the description in the 
will, standing as it did, have fitted the second competitor for the 
legacy? If that was so he thought the question of ambiguity arose. 
But here they had an accurate description of one society, and a descrip- 
tion which was admittedly not quite accurate of the other. There must 
be positive evidence of some sort to make them prefer the latter to the 
former. Such evidence in this case unfortunately he did not find. 

Lords Arkinson, SuHaw, and Parmoor concurred. The appeal was 
accordingly allowed, with costs.—Counseb, for the appellants, Younger, 
K.C., and C. Church; for the respondents, Clyde, K.C. (of the Scots 
bar), and the Hon. Alexander Shaw. Souicitors, Church, Rackham, 
& Co., for John Burns, W.S., Edinburgh; Lithgow & Pepper, for 
R. C. Gray & Paton, 8.8.C., Edinburgh. 

[Reported by Ensxixs Rei, Buarrister-at-Law.) 
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Court of Appeal. 


MARSHALL, SONS & CO. (LIM.) v. PRINCE, No. 1. 
26th and 29th June; 13th July. 

WoRKMEN’s COMPENSATION—REDEMPTION OF WEEKLY PayMENT—“‘ IN- 
CAPACITY PERMANENT ’’—INJURY TO INFANT PERMANENT, BUT PROBABLE 
INCREASE IN EARNINGS AFTER 21— ApMiss1ons—RE-TRIAL—W oRK- 
MEN’s CoMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), Schepute I. (17). 
An apprentice under 21 was injured by accident, losing the sight of 


one eye, and becoming almost blind in the other. An agreement was 
recorded for the payment of 8s. a week, the full amount of his then 
wages. A year later, but six months before the workman was 21, the 


employers upplied to redeem on the basis of the then weekly payment. 
It was admitted by the workman’s next friend, that the incapacity 
was permanent, but no evidence was given on the point. The county 
court judge found that the incapacity was not permanent, on the 
ground that the weekly wages had not reached a condition of stability, 
and held he was not bound by the limit of 75 per cent. of the annual 
value of the weekly payment, but that the amount of the award was in 
his discretion. 

Held, to be a misdirection. Case remitted for a new trial. 

Appeal by the employers from an award of the county court judge 
at Gainsborough. The workman, an apprentice, who was still under 
21 years, met with an accident in July, 1912, by which he 
lost the sight of his left eye. This led to the sight of the other eye 
being greatly affected, and he was at the date of the application 
practically blind. On the 3lst of December an agreement was recorded 
between the employers and the workman for the payment of 100 per 
cont. of the weekly earnings, then only 8s. a week. In January, 1914, 
the employers applied to redeem the payment. The workman would 
attain 21 in July, 1914, and it was admitted that upon that event 
happening he would be out of his apprenticeship, and capable, but for 
the accident, of earning 22s. a week. The county court judge found 
that though the injury was permanent, the incapacity was not per- 
manent, because the weekly payments had not reached a ‘‘ condition of 
stability.”” He made an award of £534, a much larger sum than the 
applicant could have got on the basis of a permanent weekly payment 
of 8s. a week. The employers, who relied on the admission of the 
infant, by his next friend, that the incapacity was permanent, and 
who had offered the sum of £340, appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

Tue Court allowéd the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., having stated the facts of the case, 
proceeded : The learned judge found that the injury was permanent, 
but that the incapacity was not permanent, and therefore held him- 
self not bound to award 75 per cent. of the actuarial value of 8s. a 
week, but entitled to award a larger sum and to consider the fact that 
Prince’s earnings would, but for’the accident, have been increased to 
22s. a week at least, when he attained 21, and that the recorded agree- 
ment might have been reviewed under the express terms of Schedule [. 
(16). The court, in Calico Printers’ Association v. Higham (1912. 
1 K. B. 93) attempted to explain the meaning of the words used in 
clause (17). The learned judge had not found what was the impor- 
tant fact, whether the incapacity was permanent in the sense in which 
that word ought to be construed. He proceeded on the assumption 
that the incapacity was not permanent unless the court was satisfied that 
the earnings of the man after the accident would not vary but be fixed. 
For instance, take the case of a man whose wages were by contract to be 
increased 2s. a week each year. In his lordship’s opinion, that was not 
a circumstance to be taken into consideration in considering 
whether incapacity was permanent. Given a case of undoubted per- 
manent incapacity, clause (17) dealt solely with the actual weekly pay 
ment at the date of the application. In the case of an adult there could 
be no doubt, and in his opinion it made no difference that the work 
man was an infant. An infant was not confined to 50 per cent. of his 
weekly earnings, but might be awarded up to 100 per cent., subject to 
certain limitations. Under clause (16) the infant might apply for a 
review 12 months after the accident, but no sooner, and might claim 
an increase in his weekly payments to an amount not exceeding 50 
per cent. of his probable earnings at the date of the review, if he had 
remained uninjured. Under clause (17) the employer might apply to 
redeem if the weekly payment had continued for six months. The 
actual weekly payment for the past six months was the basis. It had 
been argued that it was a great hardship that an infant should be 
liable to be redeemed on what was obviously an unfair principle. That, 
however, was a matter for the consideration of the legislature. The 
proceedings in the case had been so confused, however, that the case 
would have to go back for re-trial. The employers had alleged that the 
incapacity was permanent, and had relied on the admission made on 
behalf of the workman, and which was unsupported by any evidence, 
medical or otherwise. The learned judge had misdirected himself as 
to the meaning of the term ‘incapacity being permanent.’’ The 
order under appeal must therefore be discharged, and the matter go 
down to be reheard, in order that there might be a proper finding based 
on the condition of the man. If the incapacity was ‘‘ permanent,’’ as 
explained by that court, 75 per cent. of the actuarial value of the 
weekly payment was the sum to be awarded, but if it was not perma- 
nent, then the matter was in the learned judge’s discretion. There 
would be no costs of the appeal. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J.. who referred to Lord Halsbury’s judgment in 


Wakelin v. London and South Western Railway (12 A. C. 41), delivered 


| judgment to the same effect, and 


Pickrorp, L.J., concurred.—CounsgL, Bairstow, K.C., and Wingate 
Saul; Ellis Hill. Souicrrors, J. B. Somerville, for F. G. & H. B 
Smith, Bradford ; Jaques & Co., for Ratcliffe 4: Greenwood, Bradford. 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PETTEY v PARSONS. No. 1. 10th, 13th and 14th July, 
EASREMENT—RESERVATION OF PRIVATE RIGHT or WAY—RiIGuHT or OWNER 
or SERVIENT TENEMENT TO Fix Gate ACROoss RoAD—OPENING OF GATE 
in Business Hours—Accress to Roap at Any Pornt—RiGcHT TO 

Erect Fence ALONG BouNDARY BETWEEN DOMINANT AND SERVIENT 

['ENEMENTS—OBSTRUCTION. 

Upon the sale of land with a shop erected thereon, the vendor 
reserved a right to use a private road laid out on a strip of the land 
sold abutting on other land retained by himself. The vendor ajfter- 
wards built a shop on such other land, fronting partly on the private 
road, and partly on a public road, but curved so as to leave a triangular 
piece of vacant land between the shop and the roads. 

Held (reversing the decision of Sargant, J.), that the purchaser was 
entitled to erect and maintain a gate at the end of the private road 
next to the public road, subject to its always being kept open during 
the vendor’s business hours, and was also entitled to erect a fence on 
her land to divide the private road from the vacant land, subject to 
a gate being left in the fence for the convenience of the vendor and 
his customers. 

Interference with a private, as distinguished from a public, right 
of way, must, to be actionable, be not ae appreciable, but sub- 
stantial, 

Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Sargant, J. (1914, 1 Ch. 
704). The defendant having contracted to jpurchase some house 
property with a curved frontage to Charminster-road and Alma-road, 
Bournemouth, intersected by two private roads running from each end 
of the curve and meeting at right angles at the back of the property, 
agreed to sell No. 93, Charminster-road, part thereof, to the plaintiff. 
The property having been conveyed to him, he, by a deed of the 20th 
of October, 1909, conveyed the house, together with the site of one: 
of the private roads, coloured blue on the plan, and lying between 
No. 93 and other property retained by him, to the plaintiff, reserving 
to himself, his heirs and assigns, and all persons authorized by him, 
full right and liberty to pass and repass at all times along the road,. 
10 feet wide, to be made by the purchaser on the land coloured blue, 
and granting her a corresponding right to use the other private road, 
coloured yellow on the plan, up to its intersection with the first. The’ 
private road coloured blue was widened to 10 feet to admit of its use 
by carts. In November, 1910, the defendant prepared plans for the: 
erection of shops on the property retained by him to the north of the 
private road coloured blue, and in 1911 the shops were completed. 
The new shops were not brought close up to the whole length of 
the private road, but the frontage occupied a curved position, leaving 
a small triangular patch of vacant land, the two smaller sides of which 
abutted on the private road and Charminster-road respectively. Im 
May, 1913, the plaintiff, who carried on a dairy business at No. 93,. 
erected an ornamental iron gate across the blue road at its junction 
with Charminster-road, and an iron fencing along her own boundary 
between the blue road and the vacant land abutting on to it—a dis- 
tance of sixteen feet. The defendant caused the fencing to be removed, 
and charged the gate with his motor car, knocking it down. The 
plaintiff thereupon commenced this action for a declaration that she: 
was entitled to erect the gate and the fencing, and for an injunction: 
to restrain the defendant from removing or interfering with them. 
There were other matters in dispute between the parties, the decision 
on which was not appealed from. The defendant contended that the 
gate was an unreasonable obstruction to his right of way, and the fence: 
prevented his customers and others from walking across the private: 
road to any part of his shop frontage. Sargant, J., held that the 
defendant was substantially right on both the main issues, and dismissed 
the action with costs. The plaintiff appealed, and in the course of the 
appeal offered by her counsel to allow the gate across the road to be kept 
open continuously during business hours, and also to put a gate in the 
fence. 





Tue Covrt allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy said the appeal, which had been strenuously 
argued, raised two points which the parties considered of great im- 
portance. Their rights depended on the construction of a conveyance 
from the defendant to the plaintiff of a dwelling-house and shop. 
[Having read the material portions of the deed, and stated the facts, 
his lordship proceeded :] The questions were: Wag Mrs. Pettey 
| entitled to put a gate at the Charminster end of the road coloured 
blue, and had she a right to erect a fence on her own land along the: 
edge of that road and Between it and the plaintiff's shop. The two» 
| points were entirely distinct. The powers of interference with a right 
| of way differed according to whether it was a public or a private 
| right of way. In the case of a public right any appreciable obstruction, 
in a private right only a substantial interference, was actionable. It 
was contended by the defendant that anything which interfered in the 
slightest with his use of the road ought to be done away with. On 
the other hand, the plaintiff had claimed to put up a gate entirely 
under her own control, and not merely one which should always be 
kept open during business hours. The defendant was altogether 
| Wrong in saying there could be no gate, even though it was kept oper 
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The plaintiff was substantially, but not entirely, right. The 


all day. 
The defendant claimed the 


question of the fence was more difficult. 


right to get on to his own land from any point in the road coloured | 


blue, and therefore had the right to prevent the plaintiff from erecting 
any fence on her land shutting off the road. Each case must depend 
on the construction of the documents governing it, but the contention 
that the edge of the road must be kept open, so that the defendant 
could enter it at any point, was wholly untenable and unreasonable. 
The plaintiff had in terms offered to put a small gate in the middle of 
ithe fence. The learned judge in the court below treated the case as 
one in which the plaintiff asserted a right to put up a gate across the 
road which might obstruct the defendant’s traffic, and restrict his use 
of the road. His lordship referred to Cooke v. Ingram (68 L. T. 671), 
where Wright, J., said it would be unreasonable to hold that the 


plaintiff could not retain his right of access from his own land to 


| Boswell v. 


a road unless he left his land open at every part of his boundary, or | 


made a continuous line of gates along it. The order of the court below 
must be discharged, and there would be a declaration that the plaintiff 
was entitled to have a 10 foot unlocked gate across the end of the 
road, to be kept open in business hours, and also to erect a fence 
along her boundary, subject to her compliance with an undertaking to 
put a gate in the fence. Both parties having acted unreasonably there 
would be no costs of the appeal. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., who remarked that 
ment was a question not of law, but of 
Clifford v. Hoare (L. R. 9 C. P. 362), and 

Picxrorp, L.J., who said the defendant was entitled to reasonable 
access, but not to go at any moment on every inch of the boundary 
between his ard the plaintiff's land, delivered judgment to the same 
CounseL, Martelli, K.C., and Bompas; Mark Romer, K.C., 
and Hf. S. Preston. Soticrrors, Tattersall a Bournemouth ; 
Archibald H. Yeatman, Bournemouth. 


[Reported by H 


interference with an ease 
fact, and who referred to 


effect 
Son, 


Lanororp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


A. J. SPALDING v. A. W. GAMAGE (LIM.) 


24th and 25th June. 


Sargant, J. 


Practice—Costs—Two Derenpants APPEARING BY THE SAME SOLICITOR 
SepaRATE Derences—SeparRate Leapinc Counset—TaxatTion—Dis- 
CRETION OF THE TAXING Master—RvLEs or THE Supreme Court, 
orp. 65, r. 27 (8) 
Ord 65, r. 27 (8), does not preclude the judge, on a summons to 
review taxation, from interfering with the discretion of the taxing 


master on the question of allowing the coats of separate defences and 


se parate counsel where two defendants appea d at the t ial by the 
same solicitors. 

Agar v. Blacklock & Co. (1887, 56 Z. 7’. 890) followed. 

Beattie v. Lord Ebury (1873, W. N. 194) not followed. 

This was a summons to review the certificate of the taxing master. 
There was a species of passing-off action originally started by A. J. 


Spalding against A. W. Gamage (Limited) alone to prevent them selling 


one class of the plaintiff's goods as and for another class of the plain- 


tiff’s goods. The action was started in August, 1912, and in the 
following October Benetfink & Co. (Limited), a company in which A, W. 
Ciamage (Limited) held three-fourths of the capital and a controlling 
interest, were added as defendants, and an injunction and damages 
were claimed against both defendants. Both defendants, although 
appearing by the same solicitors, put in separate defences and 
employed separate leading counsel at the trial. Sargant, J., 
granted the injunctiow and an enquiry as to damages, and the 
defendants appealed, and appeared on the appeal by the same 


The Court of Appeal reversed the decision of the court below, 
and dismissed the action with costs, both in the court below and in 
the Court of Appeal. On the taxation of the costs in the court below the 
taxing master disallowed the coste of the separate defence of the defen- 
dants, Benetfink & Co. (Limited), and also the fees to counsel appearing on 
behalf of those defendants, on the ground that the two companies were 
practically identical and only constituted one entity. Counsel for the 
plaintiff in the action contended that the separate defences and sepa- 
rate counsel were unnecessary, and also that in any event the judge was 
precluded from interfering with the discretion of the taxing master on 
such a point. They referred to ord. 65, r. 27 (8), and to the case 


counsel. 


of Beattie v. Lord Ebury (22 L. T. 419), which was decided under 
ord. 40, r. 12, of the old Consolidated orders, which corresponded to 
ord. 65. r. 27 (8). and Boswell v. Coates (36 Ch. D. 444). Counsel for 


the defendants, the applicants on this summons, relied on Agar v. Black 
lock & Co. (56 L. T. 890) 

Saraant, J., after stating the facts, held: (1) That the circum 
stances of the two defendants before the trial were such as to lead the 
judge, on considering them on this application, to the conclusion that 
there was such a reasonable probability of Benetfink & Co. (Limited) 
differentiating their at the trial from that of A. W. Gamage 
(Limited) so as to justify them in putting in a separate defence and em 
ploying a separate leading counsel. (2) That it was immaterial that at 
the trial, as a result of the evidence adduced, the case for differentia 
tion practically disappearéd. (3) That the question was not purely one 
for the discretion of the taxing master. (4) That a review of the taxa 
tion must be ordered, allowing the two iteme so disallowed by the 
taxing -master. (5) That ord. 65, r. 27, regulation 8, did not pre 


case 


clude him from interfering with the discretion of the taxing master 





} on such a point as that, and on this view he preferred to follow the 


decision of Kekewich, J., in Agar v. Blacklock & Co. (1887, 56 L. T. 
890), on this point to the decision of Bacon, V.C., in ,Beattie vy. 
Lord Ebury (1873, W. N. 194). The third case cited, namely, that o: 
Coates (36 Ch. D. 444), was not a decision on this 
rule, but was a special case of delegation of authority by the House 
of Lords to the taxing master.—CounseLt, Mark Romer, K.C., and 
D. M. Kerly; Martelli, K.C., and A. F. Topham. Soxtcrrors, Ward, 
Perks & Terry; Lawrance, Webster, Messer & Nicholls. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BRIGGS (Dec2asei). RICHARDSON v. BANTOFT AND ANOTHER. 
Astbury, J. 2nd July. 
Witt—Construction—Estate Duty—Svuccess1on Duty—SetrLeMentr 

Estate Dury—GeneraL Devise ON Trust ror SaLte—Sum SEcuReED 

By COVENANT IN THE SETTLEMENT AND CHARGE ON REAL EstaTE PRIOR 

To THE Date or THE Witt—DrRecTIion To TRUSTEES TO PAY ‘‘ ALL 

DeatuH Duties’? ovr or RestpuE—CoveNAntT BY TESTATOR TO Pay 

£15,000 on DeatH To DauGHTER’s SETTLEMENT TRUSTEES—MORTGAGE 

To SecuRE THAT PayMeNnT—DeatH Duties ON THE SETTLED FUND— 

RateaBLe Part or Estate Duty—Setrtement Trustees LIABLE FOR 

THE Dutires—Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), s. 14, suB 

SECTION l. 

A direction in the will of a testator to pay ‘‘all death duties” out 
of his residuary estate did not extend to include certain estate duty, 
settlement estate duty and succession duty which had become payabl: 
on a of £15,000 which the testator, by deed made im 1884, 
covenanted to pay to trustees during his life or six months after his 
death in consideration of the marriage of his daughter, the payment 
being secured by a deed of even date on certain freehold lands belong- 
ing to the testator, but which sum had not been paid during the 
testator’s lifetime. 

Re Pimm, Sharpe v. Hodgson (1904, 2 ('/. 347), 

This was a summons raising the questions (inter alia) whether the 
rateable part of the estate duty on the T. estate apportionable under 
the Finance Act, 1894, s. 14, sub-section 1, in respect of a £15,000 
charge thereon (which charge, not being for money's worth, was not 
an allowable deduction under section 7, sub-section 1), and the settled 
estate duty and succession duty on that £15,000 charge, were payable 
out of that sum or out of the residue of the testator’s estate on the 
construction of his will. The facts were as follows : By an ante-nuptial 
settlement of the 29th of September, 1884, the wife’s father, herein- 
after called the testator, covenanted that he would, during his life 
or before the expiration of six months from his decease, pay the 
trustees £15,000 with interest at 4 per cent. from his decease. The 
trustees were to hold the £15,000 upon trust for the testator for life, 
and after his decease for the wife, husband and children. By a mort 
gage of even date the testator conveyed the T. estate to the trustees 
and their heirs to the use of the testator for life, and after his decease 
to the use of the trustees in fee simple upon trust by sale or mortgage 
to raise the sum of £15,000 with interest at 4 per cent. from the 
testator’s decease, and to hold it upon the trusts of the settlement, and 
subject thereto to hold the T. estate in trust for the testator, his heirs 
and assigns. The £15,000 was not paid in the testator’s lifetime. By 
his will, dated the 29th of April, 1908, the testator, after devising 
a house in favour of his son for life and bequeathing a trust legacy 
of £15,000 in favour of his other daughter and her children, devised 
and bequeathed his residuary real and personal estate to his executors 
and trustees on trust for sale and conversion, and directed them out 
of the proceeds to pay ‘‘my funeral and testamentary expenses and 
debts and the legacies bequeathed by this my will or any codicil hereto 
and all death duties,’’ and to hold the residue upon the trusts therein 
declared. The testator died on the 21st of August, 1913. Counsel, on 
behalf of the persons interested under the settlement made in 1884, 
contended that section 14, sub-section 1, of the Finance Act, 1894 (57 
& 58 Vict. c. 30), did not apply, since the property in question liable 
to this duty was not property which did not pass to the executors 
as such within section 14, sub-section 1. Counsel for the residuary 
legatees contended that section 14, sub-section 1, did apply, and that 
the direction in the will to pay all death duties out of residue was 
not sufficient to override the statutory liability of the trustees of the 
settlement. 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said : Apart from the direction 
in the will to pay ‘‘ all death duties ’’ out of the residue, the rateable 
part of the estate duty on the T. estate apportionable in respect of the 
£15,000 charge would be recoverable by the will trustees from the settle 
ment trustee under section 14, sub-section 1, of the Finance Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), there being no express provision to the contrary 
in the settlement or mortgage. This was decided in Re Hartland, Banks 
v. Hartland (1911, 1 Ch. 459). The expression ‘“‘my duties ’’ was 
construed in the case of Re Pimm, Sharpe v. Hodgson (1904, 2 Ch. 
345, 347), as meaning ‘‘all duties to which my estate is liable by 
reason of any of the dispositions I have made in my will.’’ On the 
construction of the will in the present case, I am of opinion that the 
testator is merely directing that all death dutics, in fact, payable by 
the will trustees are to be borne by residue, and he did not intend 
to include duties really payable by or recoverable from other persons. 
I accordingly hold that the rateable part of the estate duty on the 
T. estate apportionable in respect of the £15,000 charge must 

» borne by that fund. These same reasons apply a _ fortiori 


sum 


applic d. 


be 
to the settlement estate duty and succession duty on the £15,000. 
These duties are not ‘primarily payable by the testator’s estate at all, 
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but- by the trustee of the settlement, which was made prior to the 
will. Accordingly, both the settlement estate duty, succession dut 
and a rateable part of the estate duty must be borne by the settled fund. 
—COounNsEL, Alfred Adams; Philip F. 8. Stokes; Fairfax Luxmoore ; 
D. D. Robertson; Owen Thompson. Souicrrors, Bell, Brodrick & 
. Gray, for Parker & Parker, Selby. 

[Reported by L, M. Max, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re OPPENHEIM. OPPENHEIM ». OPPENHEIM. Jojce, J. 
7th July. 
Witt—Construction—‘‘ Contents or Hovuse’’-—Ossects or ART— 
FURNITURE—DECORATIONS—ARTICLES REMOVABLE By TENANT. 

A testator by his will, after defining ‘‘ ordinary furniture’’ as in 
cluding carpets, curtains, articles of ornament of an ordinary kind, 
household crockery, &c., but excluding sculptures, pictures, objects of 
art or antiques, whether furniture or otherwise, devised and bequeathed 
his real and personal estate to trustees upon trust for sale, and to pay 
to his wife a sum equal to 10 per cent. of the net proceeds of sale of 
such of the contents of his house as were not included in the expression 
‘‘ ordinary furniture.” At the time of his death the testator had a 
leasehold house. 

Held, that the expression ‘‘ contents of my house” included every- 
thing that could, as between landlord and tenant, be removed by the 
testator from the house, including panellings, mantelpieces, painted 
ceilings, dc. 

This was an adjourned summons taken out by the trusteee of the 
testator to determine questions arising under the will and codicils 
thereto. By his will and codicils the testator appointed trustees and 
executors, and devised and bequeathed his rea] and personal estate not 
otherwise disposed of to his trustees upon trust for sale and conversion, 
and directed that his leasehold house in Bruton-street should not be 
sold before one year or later than four years after his death, and that 
until sold his wife and sons should be at liberty to reside there and 
‘‘use the contents thereof.’’ The testator made various specific dis 
positions of pictures, engravings and ordinary furniture contained in 
the house, and declared that by the expression ‘‘ ordinary furniture” 
he meant such things as carpets, curtains, articles of ornament of an 
ordinary kind, household crockery, china, glass, linen, silver and plated 
table services, cutlery, kitchen utensils, and books, but that he did not 
mean to include such things as sculptures, pictures, objects of art, old 
cabinets, bronzes, vases, clocks, candelabras, and any specially designed 
chairs or sofas, or anything which would fall within the description of 
antique, whether applied to furniture or anything else. He further 
directed his trustees to pay to his wife for her absolute use ‘‘a sum 
equal to 10 per cent. of the net proceeds of sale of such of the con 
tents of my Bruton-street residence as are not included in the expres 
sion ordinary furniture hereinbefore mentioned.’’ At the time of his 
death the testator had a lease of 16, Bruton-street, which would expire 
in 1935. He had been a collector of antiques and objects of art, and 
had fitted in the house a great number of panels, painted ceilings, 
chimney-pieces, mahogany doors, book-cases and boisserie. These were 
all fitted in such manner that they could be removed by the tenant. In 
September, 1913, the trustees sold the house, including the decorations 
and ornamental articles still remaining therein, for £15,000. The 
question now to be determined was whether the above-mentioned 
decorations and ornamental articles fall within the description “ con 
tents of my residence as are not included in the expression ordinary 
furniture,’’ so as to entitle the widow to 10 per cent. of the net pro 
ceeds of the sale thereof. 

Joyce, J., in giving judgment, said that the articles in question were 
the absolute property of the testator, inasmuch as the testator could 
have removed them from the premises at any time during the term of 
the lease, and could have done what he chose with them. The articles 
were contained in the house, and his lordship could not see that there 
could be any reason for saying that they were not also part of the con 
tents of the house. He thought, accordingly, that everything that 
belonged to the testator absolutely, and could be removed from the 
premises as between landlord and tenant, and was not “‘ ordinary 
furniture ’’ as defined by the testator, was included in the expression 
**contents of my residence’’ within the meaning of the clause in the 
will, so as to entitle the widow to 10 per cent. of the proceeds of the 
sale thereof.—Counsex, J. 7’. Prior; Hughes, K.C., and Humphrey; 
Tomlin, K.C., and Fischer Williams. Soticrrors, Norton, Rose, Bar- 
rington & Co.; Petch & Co. 

[Reported by R. O. Carninoton, Barrister-at-Law ] 


e e > 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

LIVERPOOL SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO 
CHILDREN v. JONES. Div. Court. 19th June. 

CrrminaL LAW—CHILDREN—CAUSING UNNECESSARY SUFFERING—PvuTA- 
TIVE FATHER COHABITING WITH MoTHER OF ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN— 

** Custopy, CHARGE AND Care’’—CuHILpREN Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 67), 
ss. 12 (1), 38 (2). 


It being proved that unnecessary suffering had been caused by 








meglect to certain illegitimate children living in the same house with | 
their mother and putative father, | 


Held, that the fact that in law the mother wag the only parent of 
| the children did not preclude the putative father from being in fact 
a person having ihe custody, charge and care of the children. 


This was a case stated by the stipendiary magistrate of Liverpool. 
On the 13th of March, 1914, the respondent, Alfred Jones, and Gladys 
Owens were charged before the magistrate for that they, on the 28th 
day of February, 1914, and other days, being each over 16 years of 
age, and having the custody, charge and care of four childrey within 
the meaning of the Children Act, 1908, section 12, did wilfully neglect 
the said children in a way likely to cause them unnecessary suffering. 
It was proved before the magistrate that on several occasions an 
inspector visited the house occupied by the respondent and Gladys 
Owens and found four children, the unlawful issue of the latter, in a 
dirty, verminous and neglected condition. The woman was often 
drunk. On four occasions the inspector found the respondent in the 
house, and on two of these occasions he was drunk. At the time the 
offences were committed, and for a considerable time previously, the 
respondent had been cohabiting with Gladys Owens, and was the 
putative father of some or all ‘of the children. No affiliation order 
had ever been made against the respondent. The magistrate held that 
the respondent did not come within the scope of section 38 (2) of the 
Children Act, which applied to the parent, legal guardian or person 
legally liable to maintain any of the said children. It was contended 
that section 23 (1) of the Prevention of Cruelty to Children Act, 1904, 
which says, ‘‘That the provisions of this Act shall apply to . : 
any person cohabiting with the parent of the child,’’ enabled the magis- 
trate to convict the respondent. The magistrate held that the section 
had no application to the Children Act, 1908. It was also contended 
that section 38 (2) of the Children Act, 1908, enabled the magistrate to 
convict the respondent. The magistrate held that the respondent did 
not come within the scope of that section. Section 38 (2) says that any 
** person having actual possession or control of a child or young person 
shall be presumed to have the care of the child or young person.” 

CoLERIDGE, J., said that the question was one of some importance. 
The magistrate had thought that section 23 (1) of the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Children Act, 1904, did not apply, as it only dealt with the 
provisions of that Act, while this case was brought under the Children 
Act, 1908. As to that, they thought the magistrate was quite right. 
Then came the question of the construction of sections 12 (1) and 
38 (2) of the Children Act, 1908. The magistrate had thought that 
section 38 limited section 12, and that as the mother was the only 
parent in law, and had the custody of the child, the liability of the 
father was necessarily excluded. They thought the magistrate wrong 
on this point. Section 38 was only illustrative of and did not cut down 
the earlier section; and, apart from section 38, there was enough in 
section 12 to create liability. It was a question of fact in each case 
who had the custody, charge or care of the child, and did not depend 
on the fact that the father might not in a particular case be the legal 
guardian. The case must go back to the magistrate to find whether, 
on the facts, the respondent was a person having the custody, charge 
or care of the children within section 12. 

Avory, and ATKIN, JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Layton. SoriGrrors, 
Clayton & R. Stewart Brown, Liverpool. 
(Reported by J. B ©. Tragartuen, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


Probate, Diyorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 

TANGYE vy. TANGYE. Evans, P. 23rd June; 9th July. 
Divorce—ReEstitvuTION oF ConsuGAL Ricuts—Rervusau or HiusBanp to 
Compty witH Decree—PerriopicaL PaymMents—‘‘ Joint Lives ”’ 

MaTRIMONIAL Causes Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c 68), s. 2 

An order for periodical payments under section 2 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1884, to a petitioner wife by a respondent husband, who 
refuses to comply with a decree of restitution of conjugal rights, 
cannot be made or secured for the life of the petitioner; it cannot 
operate for a period longer than the joint lives of the husband and 
wife The proper form of order for periodical payments in favour 
of the wife in cases of restitution is, ‘That the respondent do pay to 
her during the joint lives of herself and the respondent, or until furthe: 
order of the court,’ the sum fixed at the periods specified, 


This was a motion to confirm the registrar’s report as to periodical 
payments. The petitioner, Dame Annie Gilzean Tangye, whose maiden 
name was Reid, on the 25th of November, 1913, was granted a decree of 
restitution of conjugal rights against the respondent, Sir Harold Lin 
colr Tangye, Bart. The respondent had not obeyed that decree, and 
the petitioner, on the 23rd of December, 1913, filed a petition for pay- 
ment by him of periodical payments to her under section 2 of the Matri- 


| monial Causes Act, 1884 (supra). In due course the registrar issued his 


report on that petition and therein submitted: (1) That periodical 
payments of £750 a year should be made by the respondent to the 
petitioner for her life; and (3) that one-third of his reversionary inte- 
rest under his father’s will expectant on the death of his mother should 
be secured for the benefit of the petitioner for her life. The present 
motion was on behalf of the petitioner to confirm that report, and it 
was opposed by the respondent on the grounds, inter alia, that the 
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payments ought to be made only for the joint lives of the parties. 
The further facts of the case appear fully in the judgment. The 


motion originally came before the court on the 23rd of June last, and, 
after argument by counsel, stood adjourned 

The Presipent, in the course of a considered judgment, said : Upon 
the applicati to the court to confirm the report and submission of 
the registra tne respondent raised a point of Importance as to the 
meaning of section 2 of the Act, and the powers of the court there 
under. If the report were confirmed the periodical payments ordered 
would be for the life of the petitioner The respondent contends that 
they 1 not be ordered for a term exceeding the joint lives of the 
petitioner ind the respondent The main object of the Act of 1884 
was to put an end to the difficulties and absurdities of enforcing decrees 
for restitution of conjugal rights by attachment, and in lieu of that 
remedy, to punish disobedience to the decree by creating a statutory 
desertion. which would enabl petitioner at once—without waiting 
for a desertion for two years—to obtain a sentence and decree of 
judi lal separation ind, if adulte ry could also be established, a decree 
of dissolution of marriage. The matrimonial offence of denying con 
jugal rights” the same Looking at the words of the section, it 
seems clear that the order to make periodical payments is one made 
personally against the respondent. The order is to be enforced in the 
same manner as an order for alimony in a suit for judicial separation. 
It can only be enforced against the respondent personally by execution 
or by " lebtor sul ns In Linton Linton (29 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovrnar, 501; 15 Q. B. D. 239, at p. 246), where Bowen, L.J., said : 
Before the Debtors’ Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62), was passed, 
the payment ilimony w enforced by proceedings for attach 
ment under the provisions of section 52 of the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1857 0 & 21 \V ‘ 85) Since the Debtors Act was 
passed the proceeding by hment has fallen into disuse, and unless 
the payment of alimony can be enforced under section 5 of the Debtors 
Act ‘upra) there seems to be no way ot enforcing it The learned 
Lord Justice was dealing with a case where obviously the respondent 
had no goods or property which could be reached by the ordinary 


forms of execution. See also the remarks by Lord Esher, M.R. (ibid., 
p. 245), with reference to section 1 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1866 (29 & 30 Vict. c. 32). Alimony in a suit for judicial separation 
is never ordered for the life of the petitioner. Alimony is allowed in 
accordance with the practice of the Ecclesiastical Courts, and is regu 
lated from time to time according to the means of the husband and 
wife. The court may alter by increasing or diminishing it, or by 
taking it away whenever it pleases. The form of order for permanent 
alimony in cases of judicial separation is that the respondent ‘‘ do 
out of his present income and until further order of the court pay to 
the petitioner at and after the rate of’ a certain sum per annum. The 
periodical payments provided for by the “Watrimonial Causes Act, 
1884, are made, analogously to alimony, to depend apon the means of 
the parties, because by section 4 of the Act the court has power from 
time to time to vary or modify any order for the periodical pay 
ment of money, either by altering the times of payment, 
ov by increasing or diminishing the amount, or by temporarily 
suspending the same as to the whole or any part of the money ordered 
to be paid, or by reviving the order wholly or in part as the court may 
think just. It is obvious that, notwithstanding the time limited by 
the court for the restitution of conjugal rights, the parties may at 
any moment resume cohabitation; and thereupon, equally obviously, 
the order for periodical payment ought to be terminated or suspended 
It will be observed that, if the petitioner, instead of resting upon the 
order of restitution, desired to proceed to obtain a decree for judicial 
separation under section 5 of the Act, the only pecuniary relief which 
she could obtain would be an order for alimony, subject to the power 
of the court to alter, suspend, or end it, as hereinbefore stated. She 
could not obtain an order for payment of alimony for the term of her 
life. I cannot think that the Act intended that the periodical pay 
ments during the disobedience of the order for restitution should be 
more fixed or permanent, or extend for a longer term than the alimony 
obtainable if the further remedies towards judicial separation were 
pursued and the consequent relief obtained. I have made enquiries, 
ind find that never during the 30 years since the passing of the Act 
has an order for pericdical payments been made for the life of the 
petitioner, or for longer than the joint lives of the husband and wife. 
except in the case of Clutterbuck v. Clutterbuck (57 Soxicrrors’ 
JourRNnAL, 463; 29 T. L. R. 480, 108 L. T. 573), hereinafter referred 
to, which was decided last year And after referring to the Matri 

Act, 1857 (supra), and to section 1 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1866, which have been repealed and substantially re 
enacted by section 1 of the Matrimonial Causes Act of 1907 (7 Ed. 7 

12), his lordshiy ontinued There are hardly any reported cases 

In Theobald v. Theobald (15 P. D. 26) Butt, J., ordered the payment 
for the joint lives.’’ In the case of McMahon v. McMahon (unr 


monial Causes 


ported) last year I ordered the payments for the joint lives, and in a 
ase of Car pb li vy Campo i/ unreported), on the 25th of May of 
this year, Bargrave Dean, J.. appears .o have spoken as follows : 
The Act of Parliament in restitution cases only recognizes joint lives, 
not her life. The court will allow it to be secured for the joint live 
because it is not like a divorce case.”’ In this state of things Clutter 
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buck v. Clutterbuck (supra) need not be regarded as a binding 
authority on the point. In my view an order for periodical payments 
under section 2 of the Act of 1884 cannot be made or secured for the 
life of the petitioner; it cannot operate for a period longer than the 
joint lives of the husband and wife, or until the court otherwise 
orders. The third head of submission in the registrar’s report is that 
‘one third of the husband’s interest under his father’s will to come 
into possession after the death of his mother be secured for the benefit 
of the petitioner for her life.’’ This does not comply with the pro 
visions of the section, and is not a proper order for periodical payments 
If and when the husband’s reversionary interest under his father’s 
will comes into possession and provides hint with more capital or in 
come, an application can be made for an increase of the amount under 
section 4 of the Act. Such an application could also be made if th 
husband sold his reversionary interest (if he has the power to do so 
before it fell into possession. The petitioner must have her costs. 
CounseL, Barnard, K.C., and Bayford, for the petitioner; Duke, K.C., 
and 7. D. Bucknill, for the respondent. Soricrrors, Lewis & Lewis, 
for the petitioner; Hasties, for the respondent. 
[Reported by C. P. Hawkes, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


ORDER 


Made under Section 13 of the Solicitors Act, 1877. 

I, the Right Honourable Herbert Hardy, Lord Cozens-Hardy, 
Master of the Rolls, with the concurrence of the Right Honourable 
Richard Burdon, Viscount Haldane, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, and of the Right Honourable Rufus, Lord Reading, Lord 
Chief Justice of England, in pursuance of the power for that purpose 
vested in me by virtue of Section 13 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, and 
of Section 24 of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1881, make the 
following order, namely :— 

Any person who, before entering into articles of clerkship, has 
passed the matriculation examination conducted by the Joint 
Matriculation Board of the Universities of Manchester, Liverpool, 
Leeds, and Sheffield (Latin. being one of the subjects taken), and 
has subsequently, to the satisfaction of the University, attended 
the curriculum for the time being prescribed for the Intermediate 
LL.B. course of the University of Leeds, and passed the Inter 
mediate LL.B. examination of such University, shall be capable 
of being admitted and enrolled as a solicitor without serving under 
articles to a practising solicitor for more than four years. 

Dated the 16th day of July, 1914. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
[ concur, 

Hatpane, C. 
I concur, 

Reapine, C.J. 


Lord Chancellor’s Office, 
‘ 17th July, 1914. 

The following Rules have been issued by the authority for making 
Rules of the Supreme Court :— 

SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
/ RvuLes OF THE SUPREME CouRT. 

1. Any party to any cause or matter in the King’s Bench Division 
may at any time, after July 18th, 1914, apply by summons to one of 
the Vacation Judges for the Long Vacation of 1914, or in the absence 
of both such Judges from London to the Judge in Chambers, for the 
trial or hearing of any such cause or matter during the said Long Vaca- 
tion, and such Judge may make an order for the trial or hearing of such 
cause or matter during the said Long Vacation accordingly, and fix 
the date of trial. Provided that no such order shall be made (a) unless 
the Judge is satisfied that there is urgent need for the trial or hearing 
of the cause or matter during the sa:d Long Vacation; or (6) if the 
trial is to be before a Judge and Jury. 

2. The Court or a Judge dealing with an application under Orde 
14, r. 8, may, if satisfied that the trial of the case is urgent, order that 
the trial shall take place in the Long Vacation, and thereupon the cas‘ 
shall be set down for trial in a special list of cases to be tried during 
the Long Vacation. Provided that no such order shall be made if th: 
trial is to be before a Judge and Jury. 

3. (a) Where, upon the summons for directions, or at any later stage, 
the place of trial comes in question, the Court or a Judge, if of opinion 
that a primd facie case is made for placing the trial at an Assize town 
other than those mentioned below, shall refer the case to the Judge of 


| Assize who is going to that town on Circuit. 


Manchester, Birmingham, 
Liverpool, Cardiff, and 
Leeds, Swansea. 

(b) If the Assizes have been already chosen, the matter shall 
brought forthwith before the Judge of Assize. If otherwise, it shall 
stand referred to the Judge of Assize as soon as he is ascertained. 

(c) The Judge of Assize shall determine whether the place of trial 
shall or shall not be at the town suggested or at some other town on 
his Cireuit, or elsewhere, provided that if he is of opinion that 1t 
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should be tried at an Assize town not on his Circuit, and not one of the 
excepted towns, he shall not make the order for trial at such town with- 
out mrst consulting the Judge who is going to that town, 

(d) If he decides that the case shall be tried at an Assize town other 
than the excepted towns, the Judge going to that town shall be fur- 
nished then, and from time to time-at furtner stages in the action, with 
such information as will enable him to provide tor the adequate triai 
of the action, and to arrange his days in each town on Circuit so as best 


to provide for the adequate trial of all actions on the Circuit. In par- 4 


ticular, he shall be informed whether the action is expected to be tried 
at the then pending Assize, and its probable length, and thereafter he 
or the Clerk of Assize shall be promptly informed if the trial is post 
poned or accelerated, or the action comes to an end, or the mode of trial 
is altered, or particular issues are admitted, referred, or deferred. 

(e) For any such information promptly given the party may be 
allowed upon taxation such costs as the Taxing Master shall think 
proper. 

(7) 1f either party establish a right by statute to fix the venue locally 
at an Assize town other than those above mentioned, he shall forthwiti, 
give notice to the Clerk of Assize, and shall thereupon and thereafter 
give to the Judge of Assize or to the Clerk of Assize such information 
as is provided for in the last preceding rule, and shall for it be allowed 
upon taxation such costs as the Taxing Master shall think proper. 

4. Order XXXVI., Rule 228, is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule shall stand in lieu thereof :— : 

After notice of trial has been given of any cause, matter, or issue 
to be tried elsewhere than in London or Middlesex, Manchester, Liv 
pool, and such other places as the Lord Chancellor shall from time to 
time direct, either party may, at any time, in the case of Leeds, Birm- 
ingham, Cardiff, and Swansea, not less than seven days, and in all other 
places (except as hereinbefore excepted) not less than twenty-one days 
before the commission day appointed for such place, enter the trial at 
the next Assizes in the district registry (if any) of the city or town 
where the trial is to be had or with the Associate. No later entry 
shall be allowed, except by leave of a Judge going that Circuit, or bj 
order of a Judge at Chambers, subject to the consent of a Judge going 
that Circuit. as 

5. These Rules are declared urgent within the meaning of the Rules 
Publication Act, and shall come into operation forthwith. 

Dated the 17th of July, 1914. 


Lord Chancellor's Office, 
July 17, 1914. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 

The following draft Rules are published pursuant to the Rules Publi 
cation Act, 1895 :— 

Orper LIV.; Rute 4, 

Order LIV., Rule 4r (7) shall be read as if after the word ‘ inspec- 
tion’ the words ‘‘ or rectification ’’ were inserted. 

Finance (1909-10) Acr, 1910, 

An Order, by consent, to make a decision of a referee as to costs, or 
as to expenses where the amount is fixed, a rule of Court under Section 
55, sub-section 3, of the Act, may be obtained at the King’s Remem 
brancer’s Department upon production to the King’s Remembrancer oi 
the consent signed by the parties or their Solicitors. 

Copies may be obtained upon application at the Lord Chancellor's 


Office, House of Lords, 8.W. 








Societies. 
The Hardwicke Society. 


The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society was held on Tuesday 
night at the Connaught Rooms. Mr. Pembroke Wicks presided, and 
among those present were :— 

Lhe Lord Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Bankes, Sir Johnston Forbes 
Robertson, Judge Parry, Mr. Edmund Gosse, Mr. Marshall Hall, K.C., 
Mr. Anthony Hope Hawkins, Mr. R. A. McCall, K.C., Mr. E. G. 
Hemmerde, K.C., M.P., Mr. A. E. W. Mason, Mr. R. QO. Roberts, 
Mr. J. Dewrance, Mr. Valentine Ball, Mr. R. Storry Deans, Mr. E. F. 
Benson, Mr. Israel Zangwill, Mr. J. A. B. B. Bruce, Mr. W. W. 
Grantham, Dr. W. Blake Odgers, Mr. A. A. Tobin, K.C., M.P., 
Mr. J. W. Ross Brown, and Mr. D. Cotes Preedy. 

The Lord Chief Justice, in: proposing the toast of ‘‘ The Guests,”’ 
coupled with the name of Sir Johnston borbes-Robertson, said that Siz 
Johnston had always been the beau ideal of an actor. It was, perhaps, 
partly because in his early youth his admiration and affection for him 
were born by the fancy of a facial resemblance to him. And in his 
early youth it was no small asset. He did not say for one moment that 
the likeness was there, but some of his friends fancied that it was, 
and he took care no one should ever forget it. One of the assets which 
had helped Sir Johnston to attain the position he had held for forty 
years was his voice. He was also one of those who in his profession 
had never failed to give the closest attention to the study of elocution, 
and there was no actor so distinguished by his faultless speaking. it 
would be an admirable thing if at the bar they had to undergo a course 
of training such as he had undergone. 

Sir Johnston Forbes-Robertson, in his reply, said the actor and the 
man ef law had much in commen. In the profession of the stage they 
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had to face all the troubles of the world, and the lawyer uad to face 
them in desperate earnest in the Law Courts. They saw the most 
wonderful dramas, and before them were marshalled all sorts of sad 
experiences which, thank God, had never affected the honour or discre- 
tion of the British bar, 


Sir Edward Clarke. 


A dinner, over which the Lord Chancellor presided, was given ky 
bench and bar at Lincoin’s-inn on Kriday nignt, the 17th inst., im 
honour ot Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., on tne occasion of his retirement 
trom practice, ‘here was a jarge attendance, including Lords Hals- 
pury, Morley, Courtney, and Sumner, Sir Kobvert Romer, the Master 
of une Kolls, the Lord Chiet Justice, Lord Justices Kennedy, Swinten 
Kady, Phillimore, and Picktord, Sir Samuel Evans, P., Justices Neville, 
warrington, Bargrave Deane, Kve, Coleridge, Lush, Bankes, Avory, 
Sargant, Horridge and Astbury, the Attorney-General and Solicitor- 
General, Sir Lewis Dibdin, Mr. rischer, K.C., sir Frederick Bosanquet, 
K.C., Sir Forrest Fulton, Judges Parry, ‘lindal Atkinson and Roberts, 
Mr. Birrell, K.C., Sir Robert Finlay. K.C., Sir Charles Chadwyck- 
tiealey, K.C., Sir Lumley Smith, K.U., Sir Kenneth Muir Mackenzie, 
K.C., Sir Harry Poland, «.C., Sir C. W. Mathews, Mr. Rowden, K.U,, 
Sir Phillip Gregory, Mr, George Cave, K.C., Mr, Levett, K.C., Mr. 
Foote, K.U., Mr. McCall, K.C., Mr. Norton, .C., Mr, Dickens, K.C., 
Mr. Bayford, K.C., Mr. Manisty, K.C., Mr. EF, . Smith, K.C., Mr. 
Gore Brown, K.C., Sir R. B. Dyke Acland, K.C., Mr. Butcher, K.C., 
Mr, Ogden Laurence, K.C., Mr. Younger, .C., Sir Charles Macnaga- 
ten, K.C., Mr. Romer, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., Mr, Rawlinson, 
K.U., Mr. Jessel, K.C., and many other King’s counsel and juniors. 
Letters were read expressing regret for inabiuty to attend, in which 
high appreciation of Sir Edward Clarke's career were expressed, from 
Lord Alverstone, Lord Lindley, Lord Robson, Lord Shaw, Lord Mersey, 
Sir James Stirling, Justices Bray, Sankey, and Lawrance (who were om 
civeuit), Mr. Arthur Cohen, K-0., Sir Edward Carson, K.C., and others. 
The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in proposing the health of Sir Edward Clarke, 
said that the bar of England was an extraordinary feature of the 
English constitution, Jt nad grown up with their unwritten law ; it had 
developed as political conditions had developed, and had always been 
prepared to tulfil a great function. There was no period in the last 
three centuries in which it had not produced representatives strong and 
noble enough to stand for the liberty of the subject. It had sought im 
the person of those representatives to secure justice for every Man, 
whatever his condition and however he might be oppressed. The tradi- 
tion was a notable tradition. He doubted whether it would be possible 
in countries with constitutions different from their own for the bar to 
occupy the great position in the public eye which had been character- 
istic of its history. We lived in times when it was no longer necessary 
to defend the subject from the interference of the Crown with his 
liberty. Those days were over, and over probably for ever. But the 
bar still required the courage and spirit which animated Coke, Somers, 
and Erskine, though in ditierent times it was faced with different 
emergencies, and it might still stand with great effect between the sub- 
ject and the Executive. Long, said his lordship, might it be so, The 
tradition of which he had spoken had been upheld in recent years by 
no man more notably than him who sat there that night. He had 
carried on the best traditions of the great profession to which he be- 
He had never flinched nor fought for his client less bravely 
than he would have fought for himself. He was always s¢ rupulous, 
always just, always desiring to do what was right. He stood up for 
his clients on memorable occasions, and shewed himself possessed of 
the qualities which they most venerated. And it was not only in the 
forum that Sir Edward Clarke had been distinguished for those quali- 
ties. He had had the privilege of sitting opposite him in the House of 
Commons for many years. ‘There he had devoted himself to the tradi- 
tions of the great party which he loved; he had been imbued with its 
principles, yet he had not been a mere party man. He had been guided 


not by party considerations, and had imperiled his political prospects 
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by standing up for what he believed to be right. That was a great 
quality and a rare one. As in the Senate, so in court, he was a 
scrupulous advocate, and this quality marked the exercise of his rare 
forensic gifts. After fifty years at the bar he had now elected to have 
the time for leisure and reflection, which was essential to make life 
whole. And yet he (the Lord Chancellor) could not bring himself to 
think that his great services to the State were over. Without disclos 
ing the secrets of Cabinet councils he might say how, two years ago, at 
the time of the transport strike, when the Government were considering 
what should be done, one thought, one name occurred to them, the hold 
ing of a public inquiry by the man who had the confidence of employers 
and workmen and the public—Sir Edward Clarke. He held that in- 
quiry, and did much to surmount the crisis. It might be that they 
would still have recourse to his great gifts and qualities should emer- 
gency arise. Sir Edward was leaving the bar, but was not leaving his 
friends, and in their name he would convey to him their feelings about 
him. ‘hey felt reverence for a notable public character, and at th: 
same time affectionate regard for a man who was dear to them per 
sonally. 

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL, speaking on behalf of the bar, said there was 
not in this country a custom such as obtained in some other countries 
of selecting by the votes of their own order as their professional repre 
sentative a man who best typified the traditions of their profession, and 
who had attracted to himself the admiration and affection of them all. 
Such was the custom in France and Scotland; and he could not better 
express the feeling of the English bar towards Edward Clarke than 
by saying that if they were an assembly of Paris advocates, he would 
long ago have been chosen as their batonnier, and if an assembly of Scots 
lawyers he would long ago have been elected as their perpetual Dean 
of Faculty. In public and Parliamentary life he had shewn how it was 
possible to overcome the painful prejudice against lawyers which, beyond 
dispute, existed, however unreasonable, based, he believed, partly on 
the view that in public life the lawyer was unduly technical; though, 
indeed, he knew nothing so technical as a layman talking law; and 
partly on the delusion that a member of their profession in public 
life was less disinterested than other men; though the British con- 
stitution owed more to the disinterested devotion of lawyers than 
to any other profession in the kingdom. Two notable examples 
of Sir Edward Clarke’s position in Parliament he might mention, with 
out touching on the merits of any controversy. One was the occasion 
in February, 1893, when, after Mr. Gladstone had introduced his 
second Home Rule Bill in a three hours’ speech, Mr. Balfour selected 
him to move the rejection of the measure. That achievement was a 
piece of connected and eloquent reasoning which would long be remem 
bered in Parliamentary annals. And the other was the Parliamentary 
duel some six years atterwards between two famous protagonists. One 
was their guest and the other the great statesman whose loss they had 
been recently deploring. It was an encounter between two first-class 
fighting-men that was tought without a foul blow being struck on either 
side. Sir Edward Clarke had two supreme qualities, which commanded 
public confidence—independence and courage. These had earned for him 
the respect of the public and the admiration of his own profession. He 
would long be remembered by law officers for his opposition to the 
Treasury minute which refused to allow law officers, in their abundant 
hours of leisure, to entertain private practice; and for the rest of the 
bar his independence and courage were sufficiently recorded in his 
advocacy of the shortening of the Long Vacation. He cultivated and 
developed a mode of advocacy which served his client to the utmost, and 
he was always scrupulously fair to his opponent. He employed a style of 
cross-examination which was always effective, never brutal. He exhi 
bited a kind of forensic eloquence which shewed that the orator was 
burning with the flame kindled within his own heart ; and, lastly, he so 
conducted himself in the discharge of his professional duty that he set 
to every one of his brethren at the bar an example of how a man might 
devote himself unsparingly to the cause he had to advocate, and yet 
remain in some sense a minister of justice. Speaking of Sir Edward 
Clarke as a friend, it would always be a pride for him to remembe1 
that the first time he ever had a brief which was marked in double 
figures was in an arbitration where Sir Edward Clarke was the sole 
umpire; and that the last case which their guest conducted at the bar 
was conducted when he prosecuted, and Sir Edward Clarke defended, 
in a great criminal cause in the Central Criminal Court, where their 
guest first made his fame, and where he revisited the scene of his early 
triumphs like— . 

‘The sun which casts his parting beams 
Upon the hills from which he rose.” 
And side by side with the keenest advocacy he always remembered the 
members of the bar as brothers, and his constant kindness and en 
couragement to juniors had endeared him to the bar even more than his 
great accomplishments had earned him his place in the world at large. 

Sir Epwarp Crarke, who was received with great enthusiasm, said 
that he was there to take the verdict of his brethren on his career and 
character, but there was a curious inversion of the ordinary procedure 
in the courts. The Lord Chancellor had given a judicial and reasoned 
judgment that seemed to suggest an acquittal. The Attorney-General 
had made an eloquent speech for the defence. and when he had finished 
he (Sir Edward Clarke) was called on to speak for himself. But as 
the court was clearly in his favour, to make any reply at all was rather 
dangerous ; it suggested to the judges that there was something to be 
said on the other side. But, indeed, his merits had been magnified ; 
his defects they had been kind enough to forget. Fifty years had 
passed at the bar; twenty-two years of upward striving, six years of 


law office, and since then there had been twenty-two years of private 
practice—a practice not nominal, but substantial, and lucrative down 
to this very month. His life at the bar began before the Law Reports, 
but every year recorded some of his work. In the first volume of 
Privy Council cases they would find that he figured as junior to Hardinge 
Giffard in an important criminal appeal, and the next Law Report 
of the King’s Bench Division would, he believed, contain his latest 
argument in banc. His firm resolve to go to the bar dated from the 
night, some sixty years ago, when he heard Lord Lyndhurst, then over 
eighty, speak in the House of Lords, and noted the respect, and almost 
the reverence, with which he was treated ip that House. He remem 
bered an early case of his own, when Hardinge Giffard was leading 
on the other side. His leader had just finished his argument, and 
Giffard asked how long he (Sir Edward Clarke) would be. He said 
there was nothing left to say, and why need he follow? ‘‘ You go on,” 
said Hardinge Giffard; ‘“‘ you want the judges to know you.”’ And 
now his friend of fifty years was sitting by his side—the Lord Lynd 
hurst of our day. But, in fact, the fame of advocates rarely lasted 
beyond their own time. There might be cases like the Jamieson case, 
which had far-reaching political results, and cases on the liberty of the 
subject, but the names of counsel were soon forgotten. Yet, taking 
the output of fifty years, there were six speeches—three in civil and 
three in criminal cases—which he hoped might be remembered some little 
time even after his generation had passed away. He desired to make 
some little acknowledgment of the honour done him, and had written his 
name ina number of copies of the volume of his speeches—one for every 
member present at the dinner—which he asked them to accept. The 
leisure to which he looked forward would not, he thought, be passed idly. 
Even during the last few years he had written the story of his life ; he had 
prepared the best English version of the New Testament ever published ; 
and he had invented the easiest system of shorthand that anyone could 
learn, and the simplest alphabet that the world had ever seen. Hence 
his leisure was not likely to be wholly wasted. He might speak of his 
public and political life. He had had two disappointments—one which 
tried him very hard; one which was of comparatively minor conse- 
quence. He went to the bar, not attracted by the study 
of the law, but because he believed that through that pro 
fession, “and through that alone, he could make his way to 
political influence and position. For a time all went well. Before he 
was forty, which, considering the circumstances, might be counted 
early, he had a seat in the House of Commons. Within six years he 
had become Solicitor-General. Those were six years of the pleasantest 
association with his dear friend, Richard Webster. There followed 
three years of even greater enjoyment in active work on the front 
Opposition bench, the most delightful position in the House of Commons. 
But there came a time when, upon a very grave question of public 
importance, he found himself in conflict with the leaders of his party. 
He could not make terms with his conscience. He acted as he believed 
to be right. and his political ambitions and hopes suddenly passed into 
shadow. There was an after-glow in the city of London, but an after- 
glow, however interesting and brilliant, is never the beginning of a new 
day. So his political hopes vanished. Then there came to his mind 
the hope that he might be thought worthy of wearing the judicial 
ermine. That dignity had been offered to him some years before, but 
at a time when his political ambitions had not suffered eclipse; and no 
opportunity of acceptance was given later. And so it came to pass that 
at the end of fifty years he finished as he began, as a private member of 
the English bar. To some that might look like failure, and of late years 
he had been fond of quoting the beginning of that fine sonnet of 
Trench’s— 
' ** Not all who seem to fail have failed indeed.” 

But there had been no failure. He had no reproaches or regrets. If 
success in life was measured in terms of personal happiness, as it 
ought to be, no man ever had a more successful life than his. He had 
had health in mind and body, kind and faithful friends, golden oppor- 
tunities of distinction on the political and the forensic side, and his 
political and professional activities had had for their background a 
domestic life of complete and continuous happiness. He was grateful 
to the committee and to those present that the author and sharer of his 
happiness had the opportunity of being there that night. One other 
thing he had to say. If in the half-century he had been unfair or dis 
courteous, or had failed to appreciate and acknowledge help from his 
juniors, he hoped all such faults would be fully and freely forgiven 
With all his heart he thanked those before him. 

The thanks of the assembly to the Lord Chancellor for presiding 
were expressed by Lord Sumner, and were acknowledged by the Lorp 
CHANCELLOR. 








The Bill to provide for the discontinuance of certain privileges of the 
University of Oxford and the city of St. Albans in regard to the sale 
of wine and the granting of licences, which was introduced last year by 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, but not proceeded with owing to a 
report by the Examiner of non-compliance with the Standing Orders, has 
been reintroduced by Mr. Montagu. The text was published on 
Tuesday. When the Bill came before the Examiner last year on the 
12th of August, says the 7'imes, it was opposed by the Oxford Corpora 
tion on the ground that it was only introduced on the 25th of July, 
that printed copies were not available until a week later, and that 
persons interested had not seen notices by advertisement. The Examiner 
held that the Bill was a private one, and therefore the Standing Orders 
had not been complied with, the effect of the decision being that the 
3ill was quashed for the session. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JUNE, 1914. 


The names of the solicitors to whum the candidates served under 
articles of clerkship follow the names of the candidates. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the 
roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 

First Cuass. 

Henry Carpwett, M.A., LL.B. (Victoria) (Mr. Frank Augustus 

Padmore, of Manchester). 
Seconp Ctass. 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 

Joun Owen Davis, LL.B. (London) (Mr. A. C. Macintosh, of the 
firm of Messrs. Macintosh, Thomas & Co., of Cardiff). 

Rosy Myppieton Gorcn, B.A. (Oxon) (Mr. J. T. Perry, of Notting- 
ham; and Messrs, Field, Roscoe & Co., of London). 

Cyrm Henry Wattace Puen, B.A. (Oxon) (Mr. Henry James 
Wallace Pugh, of Oswestry). 

Watter Austin Zapett (Mr. Henry Newnham Davis, of London). 

Tuirp Ctiass. 
(In Alphabetical Order). 

Lionet Buppen (Mr. Montague James Raymond, of the firm of 
Messrs. Luff & Raymond, of Wimborne Minster). 

Rennie Hicson, LL.B. (Victoria) (Mr. George Emerson, of the firm 
of Messrs. Alfred Grundy, Son & Co., of Manchester). 

Isaac Harvey Hopeson (Mr. Joseph Broatch, of Keswick). ° 

Harman JoHN Howtanp (Mr. J. P. Goldsmith, of the firm of 
Messrs. Goldsmith & Peck, of Devonport; and Messrs. Gamlen, 
Bowerman & Forward, of London). 

Georce Parker Morris (Mr. Llewellyn Caradoc Evans, of Salford). 

GERARD Perers (Mr. H. 8. Powell, of Pocklington). 

Rosert Srantey RicsBy (Mr. H. P. Rigby, of Middlewich). 

Georce Henry Ricwarps Tiwpestey (Mr. William Fanning, of 
Amlwch; and Messrs. Ravenscroft, Woodward & Co., of London). 

The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prizes 
of books :— E 

To Mr. Cardwell, the Daniel Reardon prize, value about £23, and 
the Clement’s-inn prize, value about £10. 

To Mr. Morris, the John Mackrell prize, value about £9. 

The Council have given class certificates to the above candidates. 
_One hundred and thirteen candidates gave notice for the examina- 
tion. 

By order of the Council, 
E. R. Coox, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 17th July, 1914. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 1st and 
2nd July, 1914. 

Allen, Kenneth Frederick 
Baynes, Norman Thomas 
Berry, William George 
Bevan, Humphrey Charles 
Bucknill, John Birch 
Burdett, Edward Priestley 
Clarke, Ambrose Childs 
Condi, Allan George 
Dewhurst, James 

Dibdin, Dudley Hardwicke 
Edmonds, Edgar Thomas 
Hallam, Henry Arthur Scorer, William 

Heeley, Harry Smith, William Napier 
Howard, Henry Wilfrid Howard Stringer, Philip Austin Selborne 

Smith Vincent, Henry Edward 
Huntsman, Clifford Whiteside, Harold Oxendale 
Hurst, Norman Cecil 

No. of Candidates ... 71. Passed ... 32. 


By order of the Council, 
E. R. Cook, Secretary. 


James, Ernest 

Lambert, Alec Sidney 
Lightfoot, George Lionel Spencer 
Marriott, John Charles Oakes 
Plaskitt, Eric Mirfield 

Potel, Joseph George 

Price, Geoffrey Pereira 
Raymond, Wynne Dudley 
Reece, Geral 

Richards, Harold 

Rogers, John Percival 


Law Society’s Hall, 
Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 
17th July, 1914. 





The Liverpool Select Vestry on Tuesday, on the motion of Mrs. 
Macdonald, expressed in a resolution the opinion that the engagement 
of women police to discharge refined duties is essential in the interest 
of women and the community generally. Mr. T. White, who seconded. 
spoke strongly of the ‘‘ miserable reptiles who infested the streets of 
Liverpool to the danger of women and girls.’’ Mr. John Quinn pro- 
tested against the appointment of more officials, and suggested the 
formation of voluntary bands of male and female workers. The motion 
was passed by eleven votes to nine. 
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EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY , 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 
Chairman—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 
James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. | Archibald Herber: James, Esq. 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.C., M.P, William Maples, Esq. 
Edmund Chureh, Esq. Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 
Philip G. Collins, Eaq. Edward Moberly, Esq. ; ’ 
Robert William Dibdin, Esq. The Right Hon, Lord Justice Phillimore. 
Sir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
Sir Howard W. Elphinstone, Bart. Tne Hon. Charles Russell, 
Richard L. » . H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - - £5,000,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions ani Life Interests Purchased 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary, 





Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Hepstey Crasrree DuckwortH and CHARLES Henry TURKINGTON, 
solicitors (Hepsley C. Duckworth & Co.), No, 118, High-street, Brent- 
ford, in the county of Middlesex, and No. 40, Chancery-lane, in the 
county of London. June W. 


A. R. CHAMBERLAYNE and J. L. Cartwricut, solicitors (Cowdell & 
Chamberlayne), Midland Bank-chambers, Torquay, in the county of 
Devon. July 11, 


CHARLES Berketey Marcetts and Grorce Henry Boyce Peters, 
solicitors (Margetts & Peters), 6, Market-hill, in the county of Hunt 
ingdon. July 15. (Gazette, July 21. 


General. 


At Swansea Assizes, on the 17th inst., a special jury awarded £825 
damages against Thomas Maddocks, of Penarth, a well-known Cardiff 
footballer, in respect of injuries to a boy named Thompson, aged nine, 
only son of Mr. Claude Thompson, land agent, of Wenvoe. The boy 
was in a governess car with which the defendant’s motor-car came into 
collision, and had his thigh broken. 


Mr. John Davies Davenport, of 17, Kensington Park-gardens, W., 
and of 13, Old-square, Lincoln’s Inn, W.C., barrister-at-law, a director 
of Evered & Co. (Limited), formerly practising on the Oxford Circuit, 
joint editor of Macqueen’s ‘“‘Law of Husband and Wife,’’ and lord 
of the manor of Swanland, Yorks, who died on the 11th of June, aged 
seventy-three, left estate valued at £72,987 gross, with net personalty 
£53,350. He left his property as his wife may appoint, and, failing 
appointment, to her for life, with remainder to his three children, the 
share of his son being half as much again as that of each daughter. 

In response to the appeal on behalf of the memorial fund to the late 
Sir Robert Hunter a sum of about £1,000 has been collected, and the 
committee has decided, in consonance with the wishes of the family, 
that this amount shall form a permanent fund vested in trustees, to be 
called the Robert Hunter Fund. The interést of this is to be applied 
from time to time to assisting schemes in connection with the open- 
space movements, which owed so much of their success to the devotion 
of the late Sir Robert Hunter. It is hoped that the fund may be con- 
siderably augmented by gifts from those in sympathy with the work 
of protecting commons, footpaths, open spaces, and places of natural 
beauty, so as to enable the trustees to make grants of real value when 
cases requiring assistance arise. Contributions may be sent to 25, 
Victoria-street, S.W.; cheques and postal orders should be crossed 
‘National Provincial Bank of England.’’ The treasurer is Canon 
Rawnsley and the hon. secretary Mr. 8. H. Hamer. 

A correspondent, writing to the 7'imes, says :—‘‘ In connection with 
the correspondence which has recently appeared in the Press with re- 
spect to compensation paid by hunts for poultry destroyed, or alleged 
to be destroyed, by foxes, the following figures may be of interest. 
In April, 1910, the committee of the Master of Foxhounds Association 
circularised thirty-five different hunts asking for a return of the 
amount paid in the previous year for poultry claims. The replies 
showed that the thirty-five hunts had paid the total sum of £15,989 the 
previous year for such claims, being an average of £457 per hunt. If 
the rate of 2s. per head, as given ‘in the correspondence, is correct, it 
shows that in the season 1909-10 no less than 159,890 head of poultry 
were compensated for within the limits of thirty-five hunts as the result 
of depredations by foxes. I may add that all returns were given by 
either the master or the secretary of the hunts, and are therefore quite 
authentic, and that the circular was sent to hunts of all sizes, the 





average hunting days of the thirty-five being three and a half.”’ 
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At the meeting of the Islington Borough Council, on the 17th inst., 
an important point affecting the appointment of barristers as town 
clerks was raised. To fill the vacancy caused by the retirement of 
Mr. W. T. Dewey, for many years town clerk of Islington, the council 
had advertised for a barrister or a solicitor. Out of thirty-eight appli 
cations the committee selected the following candidates :—Mr, Wiliam 
Pennington Donald, barrister, town clerk ot Barnsley ; Mr. John Arthur 
Simpson, barrister, clerk to the Woodford District Council; and Mz 
Wiliam Smith, solicitor, town clerk of Luton. Part of the duty of the 
town clerk of . Islington is to act as Parliamentary agent to the council. 
Last night it was announced that Mr. Donald had withdrawn. In a 
letter he explained that he had been in communication with the under 
treasurer of Gray’s Inn, and had been informed that as a barrister he 
was prohibited from acting as Parliamentary agent to the council. The 
report of the committee was withdrawn, in order that another candi- 
date might be selected in place of Mr. Donald, 

Way Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limitep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus trom 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 





Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone; City 377; 
Streatham 1350.—(Advt.) 








Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford ’’ is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturers 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


July 27:\—Messr3, Rerxoips & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Freoliold Residences (seo 
advertisement, back page, July 1s), 

July 28.—Mesers. Hampton & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 
(advertisement, back page, July 18.) 

July 20.—Mesers. Eowin Fox, Koawerr & Bapngtey, at the Mart, at 2.15: 
(see advertisement, back page, July 15). 

Oct. 15,—Mesars, Ridsarp Exviis & sox, by Tender, City Surplus Land (sea adver- 
tisement, back page, July 18). 








Leasehcld Property (sse 


Shares 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota, No. JOYCE, WARRINGTON, 
Monday July 27 Mr. Church Mr. Borrer Mr. Leach Mr, Goldschmidt 
Tuesday .... 2 Farmer Leach Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Wednesday .. 2 Synge Goldschmidt Church Farmer 
Thursday .... 3” Jouly Farmer Greswell Church 
Friday ...... 3l Bloxam Chureh Jolly Greswell 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, NEVILLE, Eve. SARGANT, ASTBURY. 
Monday July 27 Mr. Synge Mr. Greswell Mr. Jolly Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday eee 8 Borrer Chureh Greswell Byoge 
Wednesday Jolly Leach borrer bloxam 
Thursday Bloxam Borrer Synge Goldschmidt 
Fr.day Goldschmidt Synge Farmer Leach 


The Long Vacation will commence on Saturday, the Ist day of August, 1914, and 
terminate vp Savurday, the 10th day of October, 1914, inclusive. 





Winding-up Notices, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette.—FRipAY, Ju'y 17. 


BRITISH SOUTH AMBRICAN COPRA AND Propuck CorpotaTion, Ltp. (IN VobUNTARY 
LIQUIDATION).—Ureditors are required, on or before Aug. 28, to send their names ant 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mark Webster Jenkinson 
22, Hroad street av, liquidator. 

E. Proctor & Vo, Ltp, (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Norman Williamson, 3, Exchange bidgs, Bradford; or to William 
Emmerson, 23, Boud st, Leeds, co liquidators. 

G. A. WHITE & VO, LTD., FRIAINGHALL, BRADFORD.—Ureditors are re juired, on or before 
July 31,to send their nawes and aduresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
w K. I. Heseiton, 9, Market st, Bradford, liquidator. 

Noata Moonr Borry, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LiQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Oct. 31, to send their names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Wiiliam Frederick Garland, 6, Queen street pl, liquidator. 

SOUTHWARK PHOTO ENGRAVING, Co, Ltp.—UCreditors are required, on or before Aug 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts aud claims, to 
_ Arthur Cleveland, 22, Basingha!l st, liquidator. 

UBIQUE PREss, LTv.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 4, to send in their names 
and addresses, with particulars of their deb:s or claims, to Robert Frank Salter, 
3084, London rd, Portsmouth, liquidator. 








JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarrep mm Cmanceer. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 21. 

BRADBERRY, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or b2‘ore August 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim;:, to William 
Alfred 5 ade, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs, liquidator. : 

Hopeson & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy E. Slack, 
28, Great James st, Bedford row, liquidator. 

MAIKOP STANDARD OIL FIELDS, LTD. —Creditors are required, on or before Sept. 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Jennings, 32, Old Jewry, | quidator. i 

PEARSON & Co, Ltv.—Creditors are required, on or Before Sept. 1, vo send their names 
and a idresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Joseph Lunt 
27, Brazennose st, Manchester, liquidator. 

STORMONT AND WILDE, LtTp.—Creditora are require!, on or before July 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the pa:ticulirs of their debts or claims, to Harold 
Arthur Sharp, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham, liqui lator. 

SURFACING MACHINERY, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to send 
particulars, in writing, of such debts, claims, or demands to Champney « vo, Albion 
House, King st, Gloucester, liquidators. 


os 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 17. 


3 tterham’s Cash Drug Stores Ltd. 

Agence des Actionnaires Francais A Lon- 
dres, Ltd. 

Patriotic Steamship Co, Ltd. 

Sturminster Gas and Coke Co, Ltd. 

London Central Meat Co, Ltd. 

Jacob Bright Steamship Co, Ltd. 

“Dac” Accumulator Syndicate, Ltd. 

Metropolitan Bank (of England & Wa'es) 
Ltd. 

Garden Publishing Co, Ltd. 

London Gazette—TUESDAY, July 21. 


Allen & Co. (Llandaff), Ltd. Endurite Manufacturing Co, Ltd. 

Republic Mutor Company of Great Britain, Garlick & Dyson, Ltd. 

Fords Park Co-operative Bakeries, Ltd. 
Glenogil” Ship Co, Ltd. 

West o: England Steamship, Co, Ltd. 

Rapid Light Controlliug Syndicat», Ltd. 

Devon and Counties Steam Navigation 
Co, Ltd. 

Alltygrag Anthracite Colliery Co, Ltd. 

Primose Main Colliery Co, Ltd, 


North Mount Boppy, Ltd. 

Beaten Metal Co, Ltd. 

United Transport Oo, Ltd. 

Halliwell, Dearnaley & Co, Ltd. 

W. B. Dobell & Co, Ltd. 

Private Investment Syndicate, Ltd. 

Southwark Photo Engraving Co, Ltd, 

Universal Aut matic Shuttle Ch inger, Ltd. 

Cobalt Lake Silver Mining Co, Ltd. 

Cobalt Town S.te Silver Mining Company 
of Canada, Ltd, 


Ltd. 
Highgate Chemical Co (Birmingham), Ltd. 
W. and C. Lathams, Ltd. 
Puritan Fran | Confectio iery Co, Ltd, 
Muscom, Ltd. 
J. H. B. Syndicate, Ltd. 
Karen Planting and Trading Co, Ltd. 
Hulberts, Ltd, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 7. 
Ltw s, JANv, Criccieth, Carnarvon Aug. 28 Williams v. Lewis aiid Others, Eve, 
Purr , Criccieth. 
OAKLEY, CHARLES, Padding In, Carman and Contractor Sept. 23 
v Oakley and Others, Eve, J Osborn, Coleman st 
REED, NICHOLAS, Mewgan-in-Meneage, Cornwal!, Farmer Sept 1 
v Reed and O:hers, Sargant, J Thomas, Helston, Cornwall 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 10. 
HENRY, Cardiff, Lime Merchant Aug. 13 Ponting v. Gay, Sargant, J. Howe!l, 
Cardiff. 


Oakley «nd Others 


Boaden and \nother 


SCULL 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, July 14. 
Mevagissey, Cornwall, Shipbuilder Sept 1 
Peare:, Plymouth. 


ROBERTS, HBNRY Shilson, Coole & Co. v. 


Roberts, Eve, J. 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last DAY oF CLAIM. 
Lendon Gazette.—TU spay, July 14. 


ALLCocK, WILDIAM, Huddersfield, Woollen Fettler July 31 
field 

ASHBY, CHARLES, Staines, Middix Aug 22 King & Co, Cannon st 

BARNETT, BENJAMIN WILLIAM, Cnatham, Seconihand Dealer 
McLellan, Chatham 

BASTOW, CHARLES, Dewsbury 

BENTLBY, CHARLO?TE, Eccleshall, Staffs Aug 8 

Buck, LORINA ELIZABETH, Toft Monks; Nortelk 
Norwich 

BULMER, JAMES ALFRED, Filey, Yorks Aug 10 

BURCHER, ELIZABETH, Newnham, Glos Aug 28 

CAMPBELL, Sir ALEXANDER, Aberachill aud Kilbryde, Baronet 
Dunblane 

CooKE, HENRY, Hove, Sussex 

CoorgeR, ELIZA ANN, Chatham 
Chancery In 


Arinitage & Co, Hulders- 


Aug 14 Wood «& 
Aug i2 Cadman & Co, Gomersal, nr Leeds 

Hand & Co, Stafford 

Aug 14 Copeman & Co, Loddon, nr 


Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Carter, Newnham 

Jaly 25 Barty & ¢ 

Cheesman, Brighton 


Aug 31 
lfremelien & Co, Southampton 


Aug 14 bldgs, 





Curis, ELIZA AMELIA, Brighton Sept 1 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

DAviEs, JANE ELLEN, Chester Aug 22 Beech, Mauchester 

DAVIS, CHARLE:, Gloucester p!, Portman sq Aug 14 Davis, Albemarle st 

D'OUSELEY, ELIZABETH, Manor Park, Essex Augil7 Sterns, Stratford 

DUDFIELD, BENJAMIN CHARLES, Hove, Sussex Aug 381 Upperton & Bacon 
Brighton 

DUTTON, ELIZA, West Didsbury, Manchester Aug 22 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

FARRANT, BENJAMIN, Uckfield, Sussex, Builder Augil2 Dawson & Hart, Uckfield 

FISCHER, AUGUSTINE PETER, Tonbridge Aug 15 Durrant & Co, Gracechurch st 


FRENCH, ALFRED, Romsey Town, Cambridge July 22 Bailey, Cambridge 
GREEN, ALFRED, Brentford, Middlx Aug 14 Rus:on & Co, Brentford 
Grice, Louisa, Hove, Sussex Aug 3l Fiegg & Son, Laurence Puuntney hill 
Grove, JOHN, Marston Green, Warwick AugS8 Jaqu-s & Sonus, Birmingham 
Heatu, Mary, Bednall, Staffs Aug 17 Hand & Co, Stafford 


HoLMES, CLARA MARIA, Heaton Moor, nr Stockport Augii Orrel!, Manchester 
HUMBLE, RicHarb, Leeds Aug 31 Harland & Plackett, Leeds 
JARDINE, WILLIAM THOMAS, Hudderstield, Tailor July 31 Armitag2 & Uo, Hudders- 


tiell 
JENKINS, JOHN, Newport, Mon, Builder Aug 31 Le Brasseur & Co, Newport, Mon 
JERNINGHAM, Sir HUBERT EDWARD Henry, KCMG, Bruton st, Berkeley sq Aug 17 
Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upyn Tyne 
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Joyon, MARY LALLY, Bacup July 31 Whitaker & Co, Bacup 

JuLrEeN, Eovanp, Harlesden, Midd!x Auz 10 Fraser & Chris‘tian, Finsbury cir 

KELLAND, JULtA, Exmouth Aug 25 Dryden, Crediton 

LONGWORTH, Henry ZOHRAB, Trebizond, Asia Minor 
house, Old Broad st 

MIRRIELEES, Sir FREDERICK JAMES, Por\land pl, KCMG, 
Chancery In 

Monk, Marta, Birmingham Augi7 Wright & Marshall, Birmingham 

Mount, Rose JANE CATHERINE, Canterbury Augi3 Mercer & Baker, Canterbury 

Moy, ANN, Upper Fartown, Huddersfield July 3L Armitage& Co, Huddersfield 

OWEN, RICHARD, Wallington, Surrey.Joiner Aug31 Hempsons, Henrietta st, Strand 

PAYNE, GeorGk, Wimbledon Augi5 Houghton & Son3, 63 Finsbury pymt 

QUAIL, MARGARET, Fiimby, Cumberland Augil5 Crerar, Maryport 

REYNARD, JOHN, Sheraton, or Castle Eden, Durham, Farmer Aug 28 Bell, West Harile- 
ool 

Rivuan, HARRIET. Porlock, Somerset AugiO Incledon & Newberry, Minehead 

ROBERTS, LESLIE, Creek rd, Deptford, Physician Augé Withers & Co, Arand:! st, 
Strand 

SIMKIN, SARAH, Barrow, Suffolk Aug 15 Salmon & Son, Bury St Ed nunds 

SMITHERS, EDWARD ALLFREE, Hove, Sussex Aug31 Cheesman, Brighton 

SOUTHARD, JouN, Exeter, Licensed Victualler Aug 14 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

STEVENS, ROBERT STEAD J@NES, Sway, Southampton Aug 22 Druitt. Bourne nonth 


STYLES, Rev WILLIAM JEYES, Melrose rd, West Wandsworth Auzg20 Mote & Son, Gray's 


inn 
SWAPPIEL”, HARRIET Lewis, Wyke R gis, Dorset Aug 20 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
TAYLOR, SOPHIA E \IZABETH, Balper, Derby Aug 31 Inca & Co, St Benet chmbrs 

Fenchurch st . 
TINKER. ROBERT ARTHUR, Derby Augi9 J & WH Sale & Son, Derby 
WALKER, JOHN Sims, Lombard ct, Graceshureh st, Merchant Oct1 Betteley, Surrey st 
West, ELLEY FLORENCE, Hedon Yorks Aug 22 Iveson & Co, [ull 
WILD, Maj Gen EDWARD JOHN, Ryle,Il of W Aug2t Dashwood, Ryde 

London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 17. 

Aug 15 Baker & Co, Birmingham 
Bart, Oxford Aug 15 Walker & Co, Theo- 


Aug 1 Clements & Co, Gresham 


Septl Radford & Frankland, 


Apams, Joun, Aston. Birmingham 

Anson, Rt Hon Sir WILLIAM REYNELL, 
bald’s rd P 7 

BRASNETT, THOMAS ROWING, Scoulton, Norfo'k Aug5 Stevens & Co, Kenninshall 

Brooke SAM. Brighouxe, Cooper Aug ll Chambers & Chambers, B-ighouse 

BURGESS, ROGER FisHER, Birkenhexd Auz 10 Hannay & Horton, Liverpool 

CHarrey. ANY, Kingsto», Yoovil Angi2 Newman &Co, Yoevil 

CoHEN, Epwarp, ELEAzER, Finchey rd, Moalding Merchant Aug l4 
Copthall av 3 ; 

Cooper, RosERT Wriaut, Tanbridge Wells Aug22 Muikinson& Co, Manchester 

CoRDUKES, HENRY, Westow, Yorks Aug 22 Cobb & Son, York 

Dove.as, Rev Pamir HENRY, Thrumpton Hall, Dersy Aug 15 
Craven st 

EATON, Perer JOHNSON, Macclesfield, JP Auzi5 Hand, Maccles eld 

RVERSHED, SUSANNAH MARIA, Worthing Aug 15 Stow & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Fry, ELIzABETH MAKIA, Tottenham July 28 Skeels, 1, Gresham b'dgs, Guildhall 

Gawrnorer, ISAAC, Bury, Lancs Aug22 Watdington, Burniey 

GAWTHORPE, MARGARET HANNAH, Bury, Lancs Aug 22 Wadd'ngtoa, Burnley 

GREEN, FREDERICK SAMUEL, Paddosk Wood, Kent Aug3l Freer & Brown, Tonbridge 


Gisborne, & Co, 


Dangerfield & Co, 


Hopason, JAMES, Scarborough, Chimney Sweep Aug 20 W & W 8S Drawbridge, Scar- 
borough ss a 2 

Hupson, MARTHA, Mid lleton, nr Ilkley, Yorks Auril7 Lupton & Faweatt, Leads 

Hvutron, WILLIAM EDWARD CHAPMAN, Hove, Brighton Sept | Harrison & Burton, 
Livernool : 

Jewson, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Woodstock rd, Bedford Park Aug 24 Long & Girdiner, 


Lincoln’s In” fields 
Jone’, Dr Davin, Watford 
Jones, Tuomas, Cwmfrwioer, Abersychan, Mon y 
KIMBER, GEORGE, Odcombe, Somerset Aug 22 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil 
LAWRENCE, GEORGE. Huntspill, Somers*t Aug 7 Barhan & Watson, Bridgw .ter 
Loweta, Lucy GADsBY, Bognor Aug 17 Staffarth, Bognor 
MALTBY, ALFRED, Oxford Aug3l Hazel & Baines, Oxford 
MARTIN, FREDERICK TOWNSEND, New York, USA, Berkeley Hotel, Mayfair 

Rider & Co, 8, New s 
MASON, JAMES GRANT. pa pk, Stamford Hill, Meat Salesman Hall & Son, 

West Smithfield ’ E 
MEMBREY, JOHN HENRY, Sidcup, Kent Angi9 Young & Sons, Mark In 
NICHOLSON, THOMAS, Southend Sept 10 Rye & Eyre. Gold:n sq 
PARKER, THOMAS, Duinfeld, Lancs, Coal Merchant Aug3! Gaunt & Co Bradford 
PAvun, Mary, Westbourne gr Oct 1 Sharman, Grea’ Evstorn rd, Stratford 
PEAKSON, DANIEL, Thornaby-on-Tees, Yorks, Whole:ale Confectioner Aug 15 

Co, Stockton-on-Tees 


Aur 2) Tolhursts & Coz2ns, Southend 
Sept 20 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 


Auz 15 


Aug 15 


Faber & 


PEeRRIN, WILLIAM, Beresford rd, Highbury New Park Aug 1 Skeels, Gresham bldgs 
Basinghall st “ si m4 * 
REYNOLDS, ELIZABETH, Chumleigh st, Camberwell Sept1 O'Bryen-Taylor,Kiag st 


Aug 10 Incledon & Newbury, Minehead 
Worden & Worden, Southport 
Aug 31 Pins2nt & Co, 


RIDLER, HARRIET, Porlock, Somerset 

ROYLE, MARY ANN, Southport Aug 17 ° 

RuppEr, HARRY, Sutten Coldfield, Warwick, Timber Merchant 
Birmingham 

SHELTON, MARY, Mansfield, Notts Aug 20 Alcock, Mansfield 

SMITH, JAMES, Crowle, Worcester Augi7 Hulme, Worcester 

SPOONER, PERCY BOULTON, Florence st, Islington, Veterinary Surgeon Oct 15 Price & 
Sons, Worcester House, Walbrook 


- 


STANBROOK, RIOHARD, Longparish, nr Whitchurch, Hants Sept 1 Bassett & Co, South. 


ampton 
STANFORD, CHARLES, Shortlands, Kent, Tailor Aur3l Kerly & Co, Austin Friars 
Aurl3 Booth, Ashtov-under-Lyn3 


TAYLOR, Henry, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancs 

ra —— ELIZABECH, Newoastle-upon-Tyne Aug 27 Stobo & Tait, Newcastle-upon 
‘yne 

WAITEWOOD, FRANK MAR, Deptford, Carman anil Contractor Aug 10 Sandon & 
Co, Gracechurch st 

WILLIAMS, ANNIE, Aberystwyth Aug t 

WILLIAMS, CATHERINE, Penarth Aug 20 

Waigut, Henry, Cranmer rd, Forest Gats 
Liverpool st 


Samuel, Abarystwyth 
Gaskell & Co, Cardiff 
Aug 3l Hulba:t & Co, Broad st b'dga, 


Londor Gazette—ToRsvay, July 21 
ADNITI, FREDERICK GHORGE, Nothampton, Draper Aug 2) 
anpton 
3ATTISCOMBE, EMA TRANT, Sunierland ter, Bayswater Auz3l Stubbs & Lathan, 
Bash Lane House, Cannon st 
BAYLty, WILLIAM, Lymm, Chaster Sept 3 
3EECHAM, MARY ELIZABETH, Sheffield Sept 1 
BERRY, THOMAS Henry, Handsworth Aurz3) Freeland & Warder, Birm'ngham 
BIMSON, WILLIAM, Wrightington, Lancs Aug 20 Barlow & Co, Wigan 
BROWN, RICHARD CARPENTE, Twickenham Ang 24 Pearcs & Nicholls, Clement's 
inn 
BULL, CAROLINE SARAH, Borley Rectory, Essex Aug 31 Scaddinz & Bodkin, Gordon 


‘Hanami & Co, Nort. 


Dig zles & Orden, Manchester 
Smith & Co, Sheffield 


5 

BURGOYNE, JOHN WILLIAM Henry, Dawlish Auz 16 Patersons & Co, Lincoln's inn 
fislds 

BUTLER, GEORGE CARTER, Shepton Aug 31 Nalder, Sieptoa 
Mallet 

CADDICK, ALFRED, Sutton Coldfield, Solicitor Aug 31 Caddick, West Brom vich 

CATER, JOHN JAMES, Clifton rd, Wimbledo. Aug 24 Markby & Co, Colem in st 

CHAMBERS, JAMES, Edgwarerd Aug3l Hurhes & Son, Bdgwarerd 

CHARNLEY, WILLIAM HENRY, Blackburn July 31 Rennisoa, Blackburn 

COLUBRAN, MATILDA, Langdale av, Mitchum Aug 27 Cuabis»a, Dove Couri, Old 
Jewry 

COVENTON WILLIAM TaoMmAS, Highbury pk, Highbury Auy25 Reeve, Gray's inn 3q, 

DAViE3, THowas, Pencoed, Glan Aug 16 Loawis & L'ewellyn, Bridgend 

DAWSON, ROBERT, Stalybridge, Chester, Eiginear Aug3l Simister, Staly ridgs 

FRANC&, ALLEN, Huddersfield, Licensed Victualler July 31 Armitage & Vo, Huld2r:- 
fleld 


Mallett, Somerset 


FREDERICK, JOHN JOSEPH, Portsnouth Aur2t Allen, Portsmouth 

FRENCH, HERBERT ROBERT, Saltbura-by-txe-Sea, Yorks, Iron Merchant Se ,t1 Harly, 
Mi idlesbrough 

GARDINER, Luoy, Torquay July 31 

GeiLeR, FKED, Hale, Chester Aug 20 

GILBERT, ELEANOR, Golder’s Grean 

GOMMEL, AMALIE, Hayes, Kent Auz 31 Collisson & Co, Badford row 

GORTON, EDWARD, Wrightington, Lincs Aug 20 Bwlow & Co, Wigan 

HANKEY, JOHN BARNARD, Fetchim pk, nr L2atherheai, Surrey Aug 31 
Attlee, Billiter sq 

Hevty, WALTER, Croydon Aug31 Slaughter & Muay, Aastin friars 

HUGHES, BENJAMIN, Rugeley, Staffs Dacorator S2pt 1 Armishaw, Rugeley 

IRVING, LAURENCE SypDNEeY BrovRIBB, Gilston rd, Brompton, Acior and Taeatrical 
Manager Sept1 Chester & Co, Badford row 

JONES, SOPHIA LoUISA, Upper Norwood, Surrey Mahon, “Ridgmou.t,” 
Dalwich 

KEARY, MARY, Southampton 


James & Snow, Exeter 
Sam 930n & Price, Manchester 
Aug27 Chown, Fred:rick’s pl 


Draces & 


Aug 2 


Septl Bassett & Co, Southampton 

MARSDEN, SAMUEL, Buxto. Angi8 Vaudrey & Co, Manchester 

MEGE, ROCH RAYMOND, Pall Mall Aug 3l Waterhouse & Co, New ct, Carey st 

MITCHELL, EDWARD CARD, Camberw-ll gr Aug3l Rutter & Rutter, Win:santoa 

Mortoy, JoHN, Vancouver, British Columbia Sept 30 Hall & Co, Huddersfield 

NATHAN, GUSTAVUS, SOLOMAN, Southport Aug 17 Blackburn & Walker, Manchester 

NEAVE, SARAG, Ashford, Kent Augi5 Norwool, Ashford 

NewMAN, THOMAS, West Bromwich, Butcher Cad lick & Walker, West Bromwich 

NoRMAN, Sir HENRY RADFORD, Charlton Kings, Cheltenham, KCB, Aug 27 Burch & 

Co, Spring gdns 

PATTISON, WILLIAM, Liverpool Aur 17 

PEARSON, JANE, Nechells, Birmingham Augil7 Hayes, Birmingham 

PICKETT, PATIENCE, Burgess hill, Sussex Aug 27 Har iwick, Brig'iton 

POIREZ, JAMES ADOLF, Upper Westbourne ter, Wine Merchant Sept 14 Davidson & 
Morriss, Queen Victoria st 

PRODHAM, VALENTINE, Thorato1 Dale, Yorks Sept 8 

REAY, Rev THOMAS OSMOTHERLEY, Prittlewell, Essex 
Victoria st 

ROBINSON, STEPHEN, Louth, Lincs 

Rossuck, WILLIAM, Hudderafi2ld 

SALMON, CHARLES, Goldhurst ter, 
brook 

SIDEBOrTOM, SARAH, Mottram in Longdendale, Chester 
chester 

SMITH, JOHN, Stoke Lacy, Herefordshire, Machinist Aug 15 

SMITH, SAMORL, Bristol Aug18 Pomeroy & Son, Bristol 


Gragson & Sharman, Liverpool 


Cook & Co, Ssarborou gh 
Aug 2L Potter & Co, Queen 
Aug 3L Sharpley & Son, Louth 
ug 15 Turner, Haddersfield - 
ampstead Aug 3l Liaklater & Co, Bond ct, Wal- 
Aug 18 Vaudrey, Man- 


Bus), Bromyard 


STEPHENSON, WILLIAM EASTWOOD, Harrogate, Wool and Noi! Merchant Aug 8 
Hammond, Bradford - 
SULIVAN, ELEANOR CHRISTIAN, Brockenhurst, Southampton Aug 31 Rawle & Co, 


Bedford row 














THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, 


MOoOORGATE STREET, LoMWbDowm, =z.o. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERSB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 


} 
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SurTos, ELIzaBReTHa, Palace rd, Streatham Hill 
TUCKER, JANE, Bath Aug 8 
WaTson, ERnest, Sheffield Aug 21 
Watson, Louisa, Sheffield Aug 21 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—Fripay, July 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARMSTRONG, GroRGE, Barwick House, nr Ware, Herta, 
Horse Breeder Heriford Pet June 26 Ord July 15 
SEBBINGTON, WILLIAM, Church Stretton, Salop, Com- 
mission Agent Shrewsbury Pet July 15 Ord July 


15 

BEESLEY, ERNest HENRY, Wokingham, Baker Reading 
Pet July 13 Ord July 18 

BLustis, J M, Liverpool, Marble Merchants Liverpool 
Pet May 30 Ord July 14 

CAWSTON, GORGE, Salisbury House, London Wall High 
Court Pet June17 Ord July 14 

Curimes, Ropert ARTHUR, Hopwell, Derby, Farmer 


Derby Pet July 10 Ord July 15 


DANIELLI, ALBERT Stimpson, St Julian's Farm rd, West 
Norwood High Court Pet Mar 2) Ord July 14 
DEALTRY, JAMES, Richmond, Surrey Wandsworth Pet 


June 16 Ord July 15 
RAGLe, ERNEST GEORGE, 
Licensel Victualler 


Rutland ré, Catf rd Bridge, 
Croydon Pet June 18 Ord 


July 14 

ELLs, DAVID WILLIAM, Gobowen, nr Oswestry, Builder 
Wrexham Pet June 30 Ord July 14 

EVANS, JoHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Fried Fish Dealer Merthyr 


Tydfil Pet July 15 Ord July! 

Foster, ERNEST, Southsea, Jeweller 
July 18 Ord July 13 

GILL, ALFRED, Bradford, Greengrocer 
18 Ord July 13 

GrocuTt, ELA, South Bank, nr Middlesbrough, Steel 
Smelter Middlesbrough Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Horrocks, Josern, Wigan, Tobacconist Wigan Pet July 
15 Ord July 15 

JENNINGS, WILLIAM MorGan, Usk, Mon, Timber Mer- 
chant Newport,Mon Pet July 18 Ord July 13 

Kineston, D W, Broadway, London Fields High Court 
Pet Mey 23 O-d July 15 

Kossorr, ISRAEL, Dempsey st, 


Portsmouth Pret 


Bradford Pet July 


Stepney, Flour Merchant 


High Court Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
LEVY, JOHN, Southampton, Mercant Southampton Pet 
Maril Ord July 15 


MARRIOTT, JoserH, Greens Norton, Northampton Con- 


tractor and Farmer Northampton Pet July 14 Ord 
July 14 
Moors, Grorce Hesry Jouy, Richmond, Surrey 


Wandsworth Pet June30 Ord July 16 

MORGAN, WILLIAM Mor.urryy, Upper Brynamman, Car- 
marthenshire, Outfitter and Gen+ral Dealer Carmar- 
then Pet Mar 28 Ord July 13 


Morris, EDWARD BATCHELOR, East Sheen, Surrey, 
Financial Agent Wandsworth Pet April 23 Ord 
July 15 

Pierce, Henry WiILtiaAM, Caterham Valley, Surrey, 
Carriage Builder Croydon Pet June 26 Ord 
July 14 

Reeves, Jonn, and Henry EVANS, Bilston, Colliery 
Proprietors Wolverhampton Pet July 13 Ord 


July 13 
Riesy, WALTER, Faraworth, n 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
RUTHERFORD, W F & Co, Kingston upon Hall, Corn Mer- 


Bulton, Painter Bolton 


chants Kingston upon Hall Pet Jaly 2 Ord 
Jaly 15 

RYLE, MATTHEW Rosson, Goslorth, Draper Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet June 4 Ord July 13 

SAVAGE, MARY JANE, Ulley, nr Rotherham Sheffield 


Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

M. SCHULTZ and Son, Wilkes st, Spitalfields, 
High Court Pet July 10 Ord July 13 

SMITH, CHARLES, Waltham Cross, Herts, Credit Draper 
Edmonton Pet June 19 Ord July 13 

STADDOY, PERCY WILLIAM, Frome Vauchurch, Maiden 


Furriers 


Newton, Dorset, Dealer Dorchester Pet July 14 
Ord July 14 
STAFFORD, Jessx, Oldham, Warehousemin Oldham Pet 


July 11 Ord July 11 

THOMAS, JOHN DAV:Es, Oldham, Tailor Oldham Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

THOMAS, THOMAS PrEeRc#, Upper Liandwrog, near 
Groesion, Carnarvon, Farmer, Bangor Pet July 14 
Ord July 1 


Westoorr, Percy Gzorer, Walthamstow, Draper High 
Court Pet July 14 Ori July 14 

WItp, Harry, Oldham, Draper, Oldham 
Ord July 14 

WILDGOOSE, CHARLES FREDERICK, Darley Dale, Derby 
Farmer Derby PetJuly 2 Ord July 13 

WILLIAMS, JAMES, Ferndale, G'am, Outfitter Pontypridd 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 

DEAKIN, SAMOURL WILLIAM, Wigan, Butcher 
Mar 10 1898 Annul July 7, 1914 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

WILLIAM, Church Stretton, 

Aug 1 ati130 Off Ree, 


Pet July 14 


Wigan Adjud 


Salop, Com- 
22, Swan hill, 


BEBBINGTON, 
mission Agent 
Shrewsbury 

BROUGHTON, HARRY FostTeER WINN, Filey, Yorks, Jeweller 
July 24at12 Off Rec, 48, Weatborough, Scarborough 

CAWSTON, GEORGE, Salisbury house, London Wall July 28 
at1130 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DANTELLI, ALBERT STIMPSON, St Julian’s Farm rj, West 
Norwood July 23at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DENTON, Georog JAMES JOskPH, Wollaston, Northamp‘on, 
Boot Manufacturer July 244% 12 Off Rec, The Par- 
ade, Northampton 

FOSTER,ERNEST, Southsea, Han s, Jeweller July 27 at 3 
Olf Rec, Cambri ige inet, High st, Portsmouth 

GILL, ALFRED, Brad‘ord Gr.engrocer July 24 at 11 OW 
Rec, 12, Dake st, Bradfor |! 

GREAT EASTERN UPHOLSTERING Co, Sclater st, Bethnal 
Green July 20at 1 Bank uptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Aug 18 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 
Burges & Sloan, Bristol 

Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Co, Weymouth 


WELSFORD, GEORGE BOULTER, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, 8.licitor Aug 27 Andrews & 


WILLIAMS, GEORGE, Croydon rd, Anerley Aug 31 Eves & Jones, Mark In 


WILLIAMS, ROWLAND ADDAMS, Bristol Sept 1 








| GrivvitHs, UenRyY Groras, Bedale. Yorks, Laundry Pro- 

prietor July 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 
Alb srt rd, Middlesbrough 

HADLEY, FELIX, Conway, Carnarvon, Market Gardener 
July 30 at 2.15 The Castle Hotel, Conway 

HEMINGWAY, JOHN, Folkestone, Grocer July 24 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Krxoston, D W, Broadway, London Fields Ju'y 29 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Kossor, ISRAEL, Dempsey st, Stepney, Flour Merchant 
Julv 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Levy, Joun, Southampton, Merchant July 27 at 11 Off 
Rec, Midland Bank chmbra, Hizh st, Southampton 

LEWIS, JENKIN | Maesteg, Glam, Colliery Repairer July 27 
at 3 117. St. Mary st, Cardiff 

MONT\LDI, VICTOR AMEDE®, Ponteland, Northumberland, 
Coal Exporter July 28 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 


MORGAN, WILLIAM MOELFRYN, Upper Brynamman, Car- | 


marthenshire, Draper July 27 at3 Off Rec, Govern- 
ment bidgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

Pocock, FREDERICK WILLIAM N@BEL, Swindon, Oll and 
Hardware Merchant, July 27 at 11 Off Ree, 38, 
Regent circus, Swindon 

REEVES, JoHN, and HENRY EVANS, Bilston, Staffs, 
Colliery Proprietors July 29 at 12 Off Rec, 30 
Lichfield st, Wolverhampton s 

RIDLEY, HENRY, Bury St Edmunds, Leather Seller July 24 


at 12.30 Angel Hotel, Bury St. Edmunds 

tiany, WALTER. Farnworth, nr Bolton, Painter July 25 
at 11 Off Ree, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

RYLE, MATTHEW Rosson, Gosforth, Draper July 29 at 


1l Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newc istle upon Tyne 

SCHULTZ, M., AND Son, Wilkes st, Spitalfields, Furriers 
Juy29a'1130 Bankrup‘cy bidgs, Carey s° 

STAFFORD, JESS", Oldham, Warehouseman July 28 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

SUMNER, WILLIAM GEORGE, Studlev, Warwick, Coal Mer- 
chant July 24 at 1230 Off Rec, 8, High st, 
Coventry 

TARN, FRANK GERALD, Devonport, Solicitor 
3.15 7, Backland ter, Plymouth 

THoMAs, JoHN Davies, Oldham, Tailor 

Of Rec, Greaves st, Old>am 

WARDINGLEY, Henry, Darlington, Durham, Draper 
July 238 at 12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Mid- 
dlesbrough 

Westcott, Percy GrorGE,*Walthamstow, Drap:-r 
atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WESTLAKE, HENRY WILLIAM, and JAMES GRAHAM, Earls- 
field, Builders July 24 at 11 132, York rd, West- 
minster Briige rd 

WILLIAMS, JAMES, Ferndale, Glam, Outfitter July 24 at 
11.15 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, 


Pontypridd 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
WILLIAM, Church Stre‘ton, Salop, Com- 
Shrewsbury Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
Reating 


July 24 at 
July 28 atl 


July 29 


BESBINTON, 
mission Acent 

BEESLEY, ERnest Henry, Wokingham, Baker 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

BURDEN, WILFRID, Westcliff on Sea, Essex. Timb2r Mer- 
chant High Court Pet June 24 Ord July 15 

CHRIMES, RopERT ARTHUR, Hopwell, Derby, 
Derby Pet July 10 Ord July 15 

ESCALADA, HECTOR FLORENCIO, Waterloo pl 
Pet Mar2i Ord July 13 

Evans, JOHN, Merthyr Tydfil, ried Fish Dealer 
Tydfil Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Foster, ERNEST, Southsea, Hants, Jeweller Portsmouth 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

GERSHON, JACOB, Mare st, Hickney Mantle Manufacturer 
High Court Pet April 17 OrdJuly % 

GILL, ALFRED, Bradford, Greengrocer, 
July 13 Ord July 13 


Farmer 
High Court 
Merthyr 


Grocurt, EulyA, South Bank, nr Middlesborough, Steel | 
| Panst, Eric, Leicester, Yarn Agent Leicester Pet July 16 


Smelter Middlesborough Pet Julyi4 Ord July 14 
HARRISON, ALBERT 'DWARD. Sonthend on Sea Essex 
Draper Chelmsford Pet July2 Ord July 13 
H®RMANN, DAVID, New Cross rd, 
Pet June5 Ord July 14 


Horrocks, JoskvH, Wigan, Tobacconist Wigan Pet July 
15 Ord July 15 
Hows, FREDERICK THOMAS, Tower Bridge rd, Butcher 


High Court Pet June 6 Ord July 14 

JEFFERSON, HERBERT, Derby, Vraper Derby Pet June 30 
Ord July 14 

J&#NNINGS, WILLIAM MORGAN, Usk, M on. Timber Merchant 
Ne «port, Mon Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Kossorr, Iskakt, Dempsey st, Stepney, Flour Merchant 
High Court Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Leme, Don Jose AvuGusTO DA CAMARA, Ladbroke gdns, 
Notting Hill High Court Pet Mar 13 Ord July 13 

Levy. Henry, Mare st, Hackney, Mantle Manufacturer 
High Court Pet April 23 Ord July 15 

MAIZELS, GEORGE, and VICTOR ALBERT SAMSON, Harriet 


Bengzon & Co, Bristol 


toss, WILLIAM CHARLEs, Brixton hill, Butcher High 
Court Pet June 6 Ord July 15 

Rupbd, HaroLtp M, Withernsea, Yorks, Oil epeoant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 30 Ord July 

SAVAGE, Mary JANE, U “a nr Rotherham Siomheld Pet 
July 15 Ord July 1 

SMITH, HERBERT 7, & Leicester, Manufacturing 
Chemist Leicester Pet June 17 Ord July 13 

STADDON, Percy WILLIAM, Frome Vauchurch, Maiden 
Newton, Dorset, Daler Dorchester Pet July14 Ord 
July 14 

STAFFORD, JESSE am, Warehouseman Oldham Pet 
July 11 Ord July 1 

TATE, JOHN EDWARD, Pot Sunlight. Chester, Managing 
Director Birke nhead Pet April 21 Ord July 13 

TuHom‘s, JoHN Davies, Oldham, Tailor Oldham Pet 
July 11 Ord July it 

THOMAS, THOMAS Pierce, Upper Llandwrog, nor Groeslon, 
Carnarvon, Farmer Rangor Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

WESTLAKE, HENRY WILLIAM, and JAMES GRAHAM, Earls- 
field, Builders Wandsworth Pet Feb 18 Ord July 13 

WHITE, HAROLD JouHN, Rastcheap, Produce Agents High 
Court Pet June 9 Ord July 15 

WILD, Harry, Chadderton, Oldham, Draper Oldham Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 

WILDGOOSE, CHARLES FREDERICK, Darley Dale, Derby, 
Farmer Derby Pet July 2 Ord July 16 

WILLIAMS, JamMEs, Ferndale, Glam, Outfitter Pontypridd 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

London Gazette—TuRSDAY, July 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ALMOND, CATHERINE, Lytham Lancs Preston 
Ord ‘July 17 

ASHFORD, EVAN C, Northampton, Chemist, Northampton 
Pet July 13 Crd July 16 

BAKER, CHARLES ERNEST, Weston super Mare, 
Commercial Traveller, Bristol Pet July 17 Ord 
July 17 

BIRD, LEOPOLD CALVERT. Newport, Mon, Watch- 
maker Newport, Mon Pet July16 Ord July 16 

BRANDON, ERNEST GEORGE, Cariton cum Chellington 
Beds, Butcher Bedford Pet July17 Ord July 17 

Dinn, EpmMusp JouN, Swansea, Clothier Swanea Pet 
May 25 Ord July 17 

DONALDSON, SAMUEL, Bacup, Farmer Halifax Pet July! 
Ord July 17 

DUNSTAN, RALPH ALEXANDER, Balham nen, Solicit or 
Wandsworth Pet June9 Ord July 


Pet July 3 


| ELLIOT AND LACK, Eastcheap, Tea Merchauts High Court 


Pet June 3) Ord July 17 

FEARNLEY, ERENEZER, Greenheys, Manchester, Tailor's 
Assistant Manchester Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

FosBuRY, WILLIAM, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet 
June 23 Ord July 1 

Goop*, ANNIE ProcTor, Leicester Leicester Pet July 18 
Ord July 18 

GresBy, JoHN, Barton on Humber, Painter, 
Grimsby Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

HANCOCK, BURHOLT AND Co, Queen Victoria st, Paper 
Agents High Court Pet June10 Ord July 17 

Hark, THOMAS LEMAN MatTrHews, Pembroke rd, Ken- 
sington High Court Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

HARPER, JOHN, Worcester, Engineer-Mechanic Worcester 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 


Great 


| HARRI“ON, EDwWis JonN, Owsten Ferry, ">! and 


Bradford Pet | 


ment Mak r Lincoln Pet July 9 Ord e ty 
Harvey, H A, Orpington, Kent, Engineer High Court 
Pet May 15 Ord July 17 
HULL. HERBERT BROWSING, Eliot bank Forest*Hill, Law 
Stationer High Court PetJulv7 Ord July 16 
JONES- WILLIAMS, GEORGE FRANCIS, Wichenford, Worcester 
Worcester Pet July 1 Ord July 18 
OWEN, WILLIAM STANLEY, Rannock rd, Hammersmith 
High Court Pet May18 Ord July 15 


Ord July i6 


| PESL, RICHARD, and FRED PEEL, Selby, Yorks ——— 


Draper Greenwich: | 


st, Sloane st, Silk Merchants High Court Pet May 13 | 


Ord July 15 

MARRIOTT, JosEPH, Greens Norton, Northampton, Con- 
tractorand Farmer Northampton Pet July 14 Ord 
July 14 

McCARTHY, WINIFRED L, 
Avril 17. Ord July 15 


Coram st, High Court Pet 


Meyers, HW. Harry, Regeat st High Court Pet Mar 5 
Ord July 15 

MoreaN, WILLIAM MOKLPRYN, Upper Bryoammsn, | 
Carmarthenshire Carmarthen Pet July 1 Ord | 
July 

Pert, FRANK S, Dover High Court Pet May 22 Ord | 
July 15 | 

Reeves, JOHN, and Henry EVANS, Bilston, Staffs, Coll’ery | 
Proprie‘ors Wolverhampton Pet July 13 Ord 
July 13 

RIDLEY, Leather Seller 


HENRY, ro! St Edmun'!s, 

Cambridge Pet July 9 Ord July 15 

RieBy, WALTER, Farnworth, nr Bolton, Painter Bolton 
Pet July 18 Ord July 13 


tural E igineers York Pet July 18 Ord July 


PETERSEN, GERTRUDE Percy, Bedford Park, Nwidatx 
Brentford Pet June 25 Ord July 16 
RICHARDSON, P, Southam ton, Jewell r Southampton 


Pet July 2 Ord July 16 

eo ~} > ee av High Court Pet June 10 
Ord July 16 

Rog, ROBERT CALVERLEY, FREDERICK CHABLES BEASLEY, 
DAKIN PEBERDY, Mountsorrel, I , Hosiery 
Manufacturers Leicester Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

ROWLEY, FRANK, Moorgate st, Company Director High 
Court Pet April 20 Ord July 16 

RypeER, ERNEST EDWARD, Stourbridge, Worcester, 
Journeyman Saddler Stourbridge Pet July 17 Ord 
July 





| sconmn, } Rock Ferry, Chester, Cva' Merchant 


Birkenhead Pet Juyi15 Ord July 15 
THOMAS, HARRY, Nash, — Butcher 
Pet July 15 Ord July 1 
THORPE, WALTER CHARLES, Sherwood, Notts Nottingham 
Pet July 17 Ord Jaly 
WARE, MARY ANN, Chilworth st High Court Pet June 
19 Ord July 16 


Amended Notice substituted for that pannat in the 
London Gazette of July 1 
CHAMBRES, HENRY CHAMBRES, Liverpool "Cotton Broker 
Liverpool Pet Jane20 Ord J uy? 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
WILson, RospERT JOSEPH, Caeracca, Dowlais, Glam, 
Schoolmaster Merthyr Tydfil Adjud Mar 9, 1908 
Annul July 15, 1914 


ORDER ANNULLING, eres. OR RESCINDING 


Newport, Mon 


PENN, HAROLD pemsnen, , - = st, Cigarette Manu- 
Srey High Court Adj Annul "April 1 Rec Ord 
Rese Mar 28 Annul and Rese July 15 
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